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Introduction

Lars Fredrik Janby, Eyjolfur Kjalar Emilsson,
Torstein Theodor Tollefsen, and Panagiotis G. Pavlos

This volume is about the complex relationship between Platonism and Christian
thought in Late Antiquity. Rooted in the pagan world, Platonism was perceived
by Christian intellectuals as a competitor to the faith in the religious and intel-
lectual market, while also representing a rich source of philosophical material
that could be appropriated in their own rational inquiries. Christian receptions
of Platonism therefore oscillated between rejection and appropriation, and it is
the inner workings of that multifaceted relationship which is the subject of this
book. The chapters are united in their goal to explore transformations that took
place in the reception and interaction process and to discuss aspects of the rela-
tionship between Platonism and Christianity in Late Antiquity. In dealing with
cases of reception of Platonic material in Christian thought, the contributions
of this volume show that transmission of cultural content is always mediated,
and ought to be studied as transformations that occur by way of selections and
interpretations. Exploring the transformations that took place in the reception
of Platonism in early Christian thought, these chapters study various ways in
which Christian intellectuals engaged with Platonism both as pagan competi-
tors and as a source of philosophical material useful to the Christian faith.
The contributions also deal with various aspects concerning the general discus-
sion on how Platonic/Hellenic philosophy and early Christian thought related
to each other, examining the differences and common ground between these
traditions.

With the rise of Christianity in the Greco-Roman world and its increasing
worldly success, it was perhaps inevitable that Christian intellectuals would
engage with the schools of ancient philosophy. In fact, Christianity was from
its very beginning embedded in the intellectual discourse of the Greco-Roman
world. The use of philosophical terms and conceptions in Christian literature
that originated with Hellenic culture is as old as the Christian movement itself.
Beginning with the New Testament, early Christians used philosophical lan-
guage to communicate their beliefs. Paul’s speech on the Areopagus was for
example an intervention into the discourse of the hegemonic intellectual milieu
of the time, using philosophical discourse in order to make himself understood
and to appear convincing to his audience of pagan intellectuals. Here we encoun-
ter for the first time the idea that the message of the faith could be translated
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into a language, which until then had been the exclusive property of pagan intel-
lectuals. If Paul’s appeal was addressed to intellectuals outside the faith, later
Christians would also engage with ancient philosophy for the sake of rational
inquiries in their own right.

Among the philosophical schools of Antiquity, it was however with Platonism
that early Christianity would experience its most creative and enduring intellec-
tual encounters. The Christian receptions of Platonism were facilitated by their
shared fortunes, as the formation of early Christian thought coincided with the
revival of Plato’s dogmatic philosophy in the first centuries CE. As Christianity
gained a foothold in late ancient society, it also increasingly started to engage
with the intellectual discourses of the Greco-Roman world — a world in which
the late Platonic movement was becoming a leading intellectual force. While
the Platonic movement interpreted and systematised the teachings of Plato, the
Christian thought was intent on interpreting and systematising the faith. Both
movements showed themselves to be open to appropriating material from other
systems. Just as the Platonic movement integrated material from Stoic and Peri-
patetic philosophy, the intellectual inquiries of the Christian movement engaged
with the philosophical traditions of the Greco-Roman world, in various ways.
Christian receptions of Platonic philosophy were multifaceted, spanning from
complete rejection to conditional approval. This complex relationship was not
specific to Platonism, but reflects the attitudes of early Christian culture to Hel-
lenic philosophy in general. We can therefore not speak of a uniform transmis-
sion from Platonism to Christianity, only a wide range of strategies employed
when material was transported from one context to another. The chapters of this
volume are case studies of this process. If our introduction lines up some of the
methodological principles, case studies are required to explore the phenomenon
in detail.

The concepts “influence” and “legacy” have been subjected to much criti-
cism over the past few decades. This is because they may conceal the agency
that necessarily is involved in appropriation. Whatever the intellectual legacy
of ancient philosophy, reception necessarily includes an active interpretation of
the appropriated material. There can have been no direct transmissions of that
material, only transfers which necessarily involved selection and mediation from
one context to another. In our view, Christian intellectuals ought therefore to be
seen as agents of transmission in the reception process — an aspect which may
become obscured when we speak about “influence” or “legacy.” If the philo-
sophical material that we discover in Christian texts can be identified as having a
Platonic provenance, that material may appear in response to questions foreign to
the Platonic tradition, for example situated in contexts that pertain to intellectual
inquiries into the Christian faith or other issues motivated by a human, ratio-
nal curiosity. Reception is therefore always already mediated since it is molded
by the horizon of the receiver, bestowing a meaning upon the material deter-
mined by contexts. When used as a response to Christian questions, the Platonic
material was re-situated and transformed in accordance with Christian values
and purposes. To study the transfer of philosophical concepts and theories from
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a pagan to a Christian context is to study how that material was transformed.
Therefore, a number of contributions in this volume examine the creative aspects
in which Christian thinkers engaged with Platonic material, exploring how the
Platonic legacy was transformed in Christian contexts. In tracing this transmis-
sion, these contributions examine how a certain concept or doctrine changed
meaning in the course of transmission, as it was uprooted from one context and
placed into another — from the problems related to the Platonic worldview to the
questions relevant to the Christian tradition. This methodology, analyzing the
movement of material from one context to another (from a pagan to a Christian
context), enables us to assess Christianity in relationship to Platonism. What
did Christian intellectuals in Late Antiquity find useful in the Platonic tradition?
Which changes did the material undergo with the swap of contexts? In turn, this
approach also makes visible what Christian writers did not find to be of value in
Platonism. What did Christians ignore or reject in the Platonic tradition? Recep-
tion studies are therefore expedient for inquiring into the dividing lines between
paganism and Christianity.

Transformations aside, could the Christian appropriations of Platonic phi-
losophy meaningfully be said to constitute a development of the Platonic tradi-
tion? In a famous essay, Heinrich Dorrie contended that Christian appropriation
of Platonic material amounted to a de-platonisation.! According to Dérrie, in
the cases where material was uprooted from a Platonic context and inserted into
a Christian one, the essentials of Platonism were eo ipso purged, effectively
accomplishing a de-platonisation in the process. We think, however, that Dor-
rie’s claim rests on a somewhat narrow definition of what tradition is. Examin-
ing how Platonic material was continued and transformed in Christian contexts,
we submit that this volume can also meaningfully be said to be a contribution
to studies on the development of the Platonic tradition. It has occasionally been
discussed in scholarly literature whether Platonic philosophers were receptive to
influences from the Christian movement. It is however not development in that
sense which we here refer to. Rather, we claim that Christian transformations
of Platonic material itself amount to a development of the Platonic tradition.
Tracing the “afterlife” of Platonic material in Christian writers is to explore how
Platonism continued to be used in intellectual inquiries into subjects that were
unknown to the Platonic philosophers. In several cases, Christians developed
the Platonic tradition in new and unexpected ways, asking new questions to
the tradition that they engaged with and using it for problem-solving that was
unknown to the Platonists themselves. From this point of view, it can meaning-
fully be said that the Platonic tradition was subject to development from the
Christians. In this way, Christian intellectuals contributed to transform and dis-
seminate the Platonic tradition, transporting its material into new areas of intel-
lectual thought. The appropriations would therefore be a development of the
Platonic tradition, albeit within a Christian frame that could not identify itself
with pagan philosophy. The receptions of Platonic material in Christian thought
are therefore relevant to the studies of the development of both the Platonic and
the Christian tradition.
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Christian methodologies

Some observations on Christian intellectuals’ own methodologies might also be in
order here. First, there was no lack of endorsements of Platonic philosophy among
early Christians, including acknowledgements that the Platonists had come close
to the truth. Even the mature Augustine, for example, could claim that no other
philosophical school had come closer to the Christian doctrine than the Pla-
tonists.> With such statements, the usefulness of Platonic doctrines and concepts
were given an explicit endorsement. Based on the perceived similarities between
Platonism and Christianity, Christian intellectuals also willingly appropriated
Platonic material for their own purposes. But which methodological principles
did they themselves use when engaging with the Platonic material; how did they
reason about their appropriation of material from Platonic philosophers? This is
the subject of Part I of this volume, which deals with Christian methodologies and
rhetorical strategies in the encounters with Platonic material.

There was a long-standing Christian discourse on Hellenic culture that had
established some methodological principles for how Christians rightfully could
engage with pagan material and use it for their own ends. The arguably most
famous expression of this methodology is found in the application of the verse
in Exod 12:35-36, in which the Israelites were asked to plunder the silver, gold,
and clothing of the Egyptians on their way to the promised land. According to
these methodological principles, the truth necessarily belonged to Christianity,
and therefore all truth rightfully had to be considered Christian truth. From the
viewpoint of Christian intellectuals, the use of Platonic material was therefore
not seen as appropriation, but was justified and explained as re-appropriation.
Based on the principle of “fair use” (usus iustus), the intellectual heritage of Hel-
lenic culture could be integrated into Christian culture with only small modifica-
tions.? From this perspective, Hellenic philosophy was still considered as lacking
or false, but nonetheless, it justified the practice of using in their own rational
inquiries elements from Hellenic philosophy that was perceived to be in agree-
ment with Christian teachings. If something true was found in Plato or in the later
Platonic tradition, then it had to be reckoned as a truth belonging to Christianity.
Acknowledgement of Platonism was thus not an acknowledgement of intellectual
debt, but a purification of truth from the falsehood of paganism. To appropriate
material from a pagan context to a Christian one, was equal to removing any dis-
turbing or false elements from the truth; to engage with Plato was to purify the
unclean and put it into its appropriate context. In the first chapter of this volume,
Sébastien Morlet inquires into this methodology of early Christian intellectu-
als, examining how key figures like Origen, Clement of Alexandria and Eusebius
viewed the agreements and disagreements between Platonism and Christianity.
This reveals the rich discourse established in early Christianity for how to deal
with the apparent truths, which could be found in Platonic writings.

Another methodological strategy was that of casting Plato and his philosophy,
which arguably had anteceded Christianity in the chronological order, as a “prepara-
tion” for the Gospels. Clement of Alexandria was one of the first writers to view
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Hellenic philosophy as preparation for Christianity — the Greek philosophers had
anteceded the Gospels, but only with Christ, the incarnated Word, did the truths of
Hellenic philosophy find their fulfillment. This methodology effectively offered
an intellectual resolution to the dual relationship toward the philosophical tradi-
tion: by being assigned a preparatory role, Hellenic philosophy was conceded a
certain part in the truth, while at the same time being kept at a distance from the
truth itself because it did not take part in Revelation. As preparation, Hellenic
philosophy was never sufficient in itself, but would need Christianity for its par-
tial truths to find their fulfillment. Christians could in this way acknowledge the
achievements of rational analysis and the relative merits of Plato and the later Pla-
tonic tradition without conceding to Platonism knowledge of the essential truths,
which only had been communicated to human beings with Revelation. In accor-
dance with this strategy, Hellenic philosophy was incorporated within history,
and Platonism could be given a position in preparing the ground for the Chris-
tian faith. Relegated to preparation and introduction, Hellenic philosophy would
always remain outside of salvific knowledge. This methodology was suitable to
justify the appropriation of philosophical material in a selective way, whenever
something was found that was in accordance with the faith. In her chapter, Chris-
tina Hoenig explores the strategy employed by Augustine in using Plato as a
pseudo-prophet against later Platonists. By reference to metaphysical and episte-
mological language from the Timaeus, Augustine argues that Plato anticipated the
human-divine relationship that was revealed through the Gospel — a strategy by
which, as Hoenig shows, Augustine pits Plato against the current-day Platonists
who refuse to acknowledge the incarnated Word. Plato had perhaps not grasped
the role of the mediator, but he evidently understood a lot more than his arrogant
inheritors, Augustine argues.

We ought not to forget that there existed a relationship of competition between
Platonism and Christianity in Late Antiquity — Platonism was not only perceived
as a rival in intellectual matters that sometimes erred in its rational inquiries, but
as a movement that itself had religious qualities (or at any rate was perceived to
have such qualities in the religious landscape of the period). Platonic philosophy
was committed to inquire by rational means into the principles of reality, but
it also held these highest principles to be divine. Plotinus added an element of
spiritual mysticism to his interpretation of Plato’s philosophy, and later Neopla-
tonists only reinforced this vein of spiritual or religious sentiment to the Platonic
tradition in Late Antiquity. Any modern bifurcation between philosophy and reli-
gion was non-existent, and hence Christians naturally perceived Platonism as a
religious competitor. The Platonism of Late Antiquity must have been seen by
Christians as a religion on its own, committed to a philosophy that offered sal-
vation. Platonism might even have competed with Christianity on the universal
salvation of human beings, as seen for example in the works of Porphyry.* The
philosopher from Tyre remained a perennial foe to the Christian faith. In her chap-
ter, Christine Hecht explores Eusebius’ reception of Porphyry’s daemonology.
The daemons were a part of the inventory of the classical world that caused much
distress to the Christian system — Christ had of course come to break the chains
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of the daemons and free human beings from their evil influence. Hecht shows the
rhetorical aims involved in Eusebius’ representation of Porphyry’s daemonology,
which often distorted what seem to have been the philosopher’s original claims
about the daemons.

What did Christians find useful in Platonism?

In general terms, Platonism had an enabling effect on the early Christian tradition.
It was enabling in the sense that it provided Christians with an intellectual appa-
ratus that allowed for new and advanced interpretations of beliefs and doctrines,
providing a philosophical system consisting of terms and conceptions that could
be integrated as means to interpretations and problem-solving within the faith.
This claim is of course, to some degree or another, valid for all ancient schools of
philosophy, and there were certainly also other philosophical traditions that made
their influence on early Christian thought, such as Stoicism, for example. How-
ever, it is likely correct to say that among the philosophical schools of Antiquity,
it was with the Platonic tradition that Christian intellectuals enjoyed the most cre-
ative and enduring relationship. A correspondence between Plato’s philosophy and
the Christian religion was observed by several Christian thinkers in Late Antig-
uity. Augustine could even claim that the extent of agreement between two move-
ments was so large that the difference mainly was a matter of words.” Sympathetic
reading of Plato’s writings could extend further than expected, surprisingly even
into areas of Christian doctrine in which there was widespread acknowledgement
that Platonic philosophy diverged from the faith: in his Stromateis, for example,
Clement of Alexandria speculated that the myth of Er in Plato’s The Republic is an
allusion to the resurrection of the body;® Justin Martyr was even willing to believe
that the letter chi (X) which Plato in the 7imaeus held to be the shape of the world
soul, was a reference to the cross of Christ.”

Within which areas of philosophy were early Christians most likely to per-
ceive common ground with the Platonists? It seems that the observation of a
widespread appropriation of Platonic philosophy in Christian thought requires
an explanation. How do we explain the relative appeal of Platonism to Christian
thought? What was it about Platonic philosophy — in comparison to other philo-
sophical schools in antiquity — that made it seem so useful to Christians in their
intellectual inquiries? Evidence suggests that metaphysics is the area in which
early Christians tended to find the most extensive agreements between the faith
and Platonic philosophy.® What the two movements have in common is the belief
that the world depends on the absolute reality of a divine being, since also Chris-
tians could think of the principles of the cosmos as keeping place in an invisible
realm unavailable to the senses. The Platonic doctrine that there is a primary real-
ity that exists prior to the physical world that we can apprehend with our senses,
was easily integrated into the Christian distinction between God the creator and
the created world, although there were differences in how they saw generation or
creation to have taken place. Adopting Platonic discourse, Christians acquired a
way to articulate the chasm between Creator and creation by using distinctions
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such as invisible/visible, permanence/becoming, and the novel uncreated/cre-
ated, essence/activity.

More broadly, Christianity did find much common ground with the metaphysical
inquiries of ancient philosophy. Ancient philosophy had always been committed
to inquire into the principles of reality, and this was a philosophical discourse into
which Christian intellectuals willingly entered. One of the main objections against
Hellenic philosophy was the status of the cosmos, which Christians held to have
been created from nothing (creatio ex nihilo) with a temporal beginning. In their
arguments against the Hellenic philosophers, Christian intellectuals attempted to
show that the principle of reality that the philosophers had been searching for is
the Christian God, who is the ultimate cause that has generated the cosmos. Here,
however, Christian interpreters could find a philosophical ally in Plato. Christian
engagement with Platonist metaphysics had Plato’s Timaeus as its main text —
the work had a formidable history of reception in Christian literature, which was
anticipated by Philo of Alexandria, who already had made use of the Timaeus
in his interpretation of Genesis.’ For later Christian writers too, the cosmogonic
explanation given in the Timaeus largely agreed with the creation account in Gen-
esis. In the cosmogonic account presented in the Timaeus, the demiurge is held
to be the superior principle of generation, shaping the cosmos after the Forms. Its
goodness is not inherent to the cosmos itself, but arranged from the outside. In
the Christian perception, the Timaeus story nicely fitted with the key doctrine that
the cosmos is created — and not eternal, as ancient philosophy otherwise would
have it to be. While there were various interpretations of the demiurge within the
Platonic tradition, Christians agreed with the idea that the cosmos is generated by
a divine principle, that is, an active principle of generation, which otherwise could
not be found in the other philosophical schools. According to this interpretation of
the cosmogony in the Timaeus, Christians could establish common ground with
Platonism with regard to the generation of the world.

Part IT of the volume is focused on cosmology. Beside philosophical inquiries
into the fundamental principles of reality, cosmology in the Platonic tradition also
dealt with matter. Being either a preexisting something or the last phase of emana-
tion void of form, matter remained somewhat of an “embarrassment” to the spiri-
tual and moral aspirations of the Platonic philosopher, but none the less a subject
worthy of analysis. Moreover, it held an indisputable position within the Platonic
movement, since Plato had dealt with matter in the 7imaeus — although in a way
that left much room for interpretations by the later tradition. Matter was also sub-
ject to reception in early Christian thought, as shown by Enrico Moro in “Patris-
tic reflections on formless matter.” The doctrine of creation had a prominent
standing within Christian theology. Christians did of course take a positive view
on creation, which they held to be the product of the creator God in Genesis. But
where did matter fit in this picture? Moro analyses the Platonic concept of prime
matter in early Christian thought, showing how this concept could be employed
in inquiries into Genesis and the creation of the world, enabling new interpreta-
tions of Scripture. However, reception can differ from the original: in his chapter
“Plotinus’ doctrine of badness as matter in Ennead 1 8 (51),” Eyjoélfur Kjalar
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Emilsson examines Plotinus’ claim that matter is absolute badness. Plotinus held
that matter, since it is devoid of form, being and goodness, must be responsible
for bad things for living bodies, such as illness, poverty, and vice in souls. The
chapter discusses Plotinus’ explanation as to how badness is related to matter, and
moreover puts into perspective the receptions that Moro analyses in the preceding
chapter (as well as other aspects of Christian reception of Plotinus).!?

One of the fundamental divergences between Platonism and Christian thought
is the question about the provenance of the world. For the Platonist, the cosmos is
eternal, and any notion of creation would amount to nothing other than the forma-
tion of a preexisting material. In other words, for the Platonists the basic principle
of cosmology is “order out of chaos.” For the Christian, though, the cosmos was
not always there. It has been created out of nothing. Implicit at the beginnings of
Christianity, or explicit after the contributions of the Cappadocians, the doctrine
of creatio ex nihilo established one of the central distinctions between Platonic
and Christian thought. This issue is treated by Torstein Theodor Tollefsen, who
compares the cosmological doctrines of the Neoplatonist Proclus with the Chris-
tian doctrine of John Philoponus and Maximus the Confessor. For the Neopla-
tonists the world has always existed, since the paradigm, according to which it is
created, is eternal. Against this view, the Christians claimed that the world has a
beginning a definite number of time-units ago. The world is created from nothing,
by the will of God, and it is created “recently,” as said by Maximus. Tollefsen’s
chapter has two foci: The author treats first the Alexandrine Christian philoso-
pher John Philoponus’ critique of the Neoplatonist Proclus’ cosmology. Then he
focuses on Maximus the Confessor’s doctrine of creation and asks whether one
may detect any influence on Maximus from Philoponus.

Part III of the volume contains chapters addressing Christian receptions of Pla-
tonic metaphysics. Lars Fredrik Janby examines the philosophy of number in
Augustine’s early works. The chapter argues that this aspect of Augustine’s phi-
losophy must be read in context with the intellectual problems that occupied him
at the beginning of his career as a writer. To that effect, the chapter considers the
conceptual pair sensible and intelligible number, and its relation to the idea that the
transient physical world reflects immutable, eternal unity. The chapter also investi-
gates the fortunes of Augustine’s philosophy of number in later writings, inquiring
into how his perceptions about cognition of number changed. In his chapter, Dan-
iel J. Tolan examines the role of the doctrine of the divine ideas in Christian and
Platonic orthodoxy. Tolan shows how divine exemplarism was useful in defending
divine simplicity, allowing Christian intellectuals to consider the created world as
a temporal image of divine ideas, which are outside of time. Tolan’s chapter draws
on a number of sources to investigate the development of this doctrine and the
various intellectual issues it confronted, including Plato’s Timaeus, Philo of Alex-
andria, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Plotinus and, finally, Athanasius.

Panagiotis G. Pavlos’ chapter aims at offering insights on Dionysius the Are-
opagite’s notion of theurgy. Pavlos takes over the remark that despite the lin-
guistic affinities and terminological appropriations — whether Iamblichean or
Procline — Dionysius’ premises on the matter remain radically different from that
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of Neoplatonism, both in terms of the sacramental tradition he recapitulates and
the wider Christian metaphysical contours he adheres to. He examines Diony-
sian theurgy both with respect to the metaphysical principles that connect with
Oeovpyia and the particular sacramental reality that emerges from it. Dimitrios
A. Vasilakis examines the notion of hierarchy in Dionysius the Areopagite. In
contrast to its modern usage, Dionysian hierarchy does not primarily refer to
stratification or rank of power. Vasilakis focuses on the definition of hierarchy
from Dionysius’ Celestial Hierarchy with the aid of relevant passages from the
Ecclesiastical Hierarchy. He explains how hierarchy relates to order, i.e. in what
way hierarchy is a well-ordered system of entities, where one can indeed detect
stratification. Through this ordering the higher entities (in the case of the Church:
the hierarchs, the priests and their deacons) help the lower ones (the laity) to reach
God, i.e. deification, as far as possible to each of them, through the sacraments
of the Church. Hierarchy’s last trait is understanding, which should not be under-
stood merely intellectually, but erotically, as Vasilakis shows.

The Neoplatonist reception and development of Aristotelian logic had a great
impact on Christian thought. Sebastian Mateiescu’s chapter focuses on how
this kind of logic served the theologians especially in the Christological con-
troversy. Theological inquiries into the philosophical problem of the universals
grew after the Council of Chalcedon (451). Maximus the Confessor presented
an alternative to nominalism with respect to the species that the Miaphysite/anti-
Chalcedonian theologians shared with several philosophers. As Mateiescu argues,
this alternative can be labelled immanent realism. Influenced by Ps.-Dionysius
the Areopagite, Maximus innovatively combines principles within logic and
metaphysics in elaborating this doctrine. It is well known that participation is a
central concept in Neoplatonist as well as in Christian systems of thought. How-
ever, in his chapter Jordan Daniel Wood shows that the Christians, in casu Maxi-
mus the Confessor, needed to develop this notion of how entities relate to one
another with the idea of perichoresis or mutual interpenetration. This topic is
especially relevant for issues in Christology and the Christian doctrine of deifica-
tion. On the background of Cappadocian trinitarian theology and Christology,
Maximus elaborates a perichoretic logic that pertains to the relation between God
and the world in eschatology (i.e. deification), effectuating an identity that goes
beyond the Neoplatonic participation.

While receptions of metaphysics and cosmology perhaps were more frequent,
there are interesting issues related to the field of moral theory as well when study-
ing the intersection between Platonism and Christian thought. Any Platonic pro-
clivity to value the sensible world lower than the higher realm could moreover be
paired with Christian moralists’ call to contempt for the pleasures of this world,
since both valued the physical world lower than the eternal, invisible source on
which it depends. Part IV of the volume covers aspects of Christian moral theory
in relation to Platonism. E. Brown Dewhurst compares notions of knowledge
of the divine in the works of Maximus the Confessor and Proclus. Contrasting
different aspects of their thought such as nature, providence, and apophaticism in
relation to knowledge, the chapter concludes that knowledge for Maximus always



10 Lars Fredrik Janby et al.

is rooted in relationality — a notion which is rather absent in the Neoplatonic phi-
losopher. A fundamental difference between Proclus and Maximus in this respect
is found to be notable in the way that divine disclosure of knowledge bridges
the gap between God and human beings in Maximus’ theology. It is above all
the union of Christ’s humanity and divinity, the chapter argues, which makes the
quest for knowledge into a relationship of love with the divine that is incompat-
ible with Proclus’ metaphysics. Adrian Pirtea examines the formation of pas-
sions in Porphyry and Evagrius, exploring some possible connections between
the philosophical treatises of Plotinus’ illustrious student and the ascetic writings
of the Christian ascetic author. Porphyry has rarely been considered as a source of
Christian ethics, but through a close reading of key passages in their works, Pirtea
argues that Evagrius’ theory of passions has much in common with the philoso-
pher from Tyre — more so than with the Stoics, which often have been held to be
the source of this theory. As Pirtea shows, both Porphyry and Evagrius show an
interest in explaining how the passions originate from the soul’s involvement with
the sensible realm by using Platonic and Aristotelic psychology. Even Evagrius’
concept of apatheia, the chapter argues, seems to be closer to the Neoplatonic
understanding of freedom from passions than that of the Stoics. In the final chap-
ter of the volume, Tomas Ekenberg discusses whether Augustine’s notion of the
happy life in fact agrees with that of the Epicureans. Augustine is one of the Chris-
tian intellectuals that frequently is cast as a “Christian Platonist” in scholarly liter-
ature, but despite all his appropriations and explicit endorsement of Platonism, he
sometimes departs from their philosophy in ways that can be unexpected. Defend-
ing his claim, Ekenberg contends that the many positive valuations of pleasure in
Augustine ought to be accounted for, and argues that his position is more similar
to the Epicureans’ than any other philosophical school in Antiquity.

Irreconcilable differences

How far did Christian receptions of Platonism extend? Let us first consider the
expression “Christian Platonism,” which frequently occurs in scholarship, and
which suggests something like a synthesis forged between Christianity and Pla-
tonism in Late Antiquity. As a historical claim, it seems to be supported by the
widespread appropriation of Platonic material that one finds in Christian writings.
We submit, however, that any such claim about a historical fusion or synthesis
between the two movements is misguiding. Despite the extent of these appropria-
tions, we need as historians of philosophy to acknowledge that Christian integra-
tion of Platonism had its limitations. Unconditional approval of Platonism is after
all not possible to find in any Christian writer from this period. On the contrary,
evidence indicates that even the most sympathetic Christians always had some
reservations about Platonism — including Christian writers who were inclined to
integrate larger portions of Platonic philosophy in their thought. Augustine for
example, despite all his enthusiasm for the discovery of the Platonic treatises
that prompted his conversion, always dissociated himself from those of the Neo-
platonist claims that went contrary to the faith, even in the fledgling years of his
career, when he had but an elementary understanding of Christian doctrines.!!
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In this regard, Dorrie has claimed that any historical analysis of Christian recep-
tions of Platonism should recognize the differences and boundaries which Chris-
tians perceived between their own views and those of the Platonists.'? According
to Dorrie’s argument, the essential doctrines of the Platonic movement were all
rejected by Christians. To take one of Dorrie’s examples, Nicene Christians could
impossibly accept any doctrine which stratified the divinity — such a doctrine
was however essential to Neoplatonic metaphysics. Christian reception was there-
fore never substantial; it was limited to fragments and pieces that were incorpo-
rated into Christian thought. The observation of such irreconcilable differences
between Platonism and Christianity led Dérrie to the conclusion that not only was
there never such a thing as Christian Platonism in this period — according to him,
there was only a Christian “anti-Platonism.” While the latter may be a somewhat
exaggerated claim, we think Ddrrie is correct to the extent that despite wide-
spread sympathy, no Christian writer from this period gave their full endorsement
to the Platonists or completely adopted Platonic philosophy. From the Christian
view, there was always a chasm separating the faith from paganism, and wherever
there was endorsement, there was only conditional endorsement — which made
any hypothetical “Christian Platonism” impossible. Christian intellectuals were
understandably wary of endorsing Platonism — and, in cases of endorsement only
did so by adding cautious disclaimers. Notwithstanding the truths it was held to
communicate, Platonism was always held at a distance from the truth itself. From
this perspective, there always remained a basic flaw about the Platonic system in
the eyes of Christians since, despite their achievements within rational inquiries,
the Platonists had been ignorant of or neglected Revelation.

The history of philosophy in Late Antiquity cannot exclusively be described
in terms of continuities.!* Cracks and ruptures in the transitions of the Greco-
Roman world in this period are as much part of this history as the continuities, if
we are to give a correct representation of the period. The editors of this volume
do not believe that the many observations of appropriation of Platonic material
justify any claim that early Christianity forged a synthesis with Platonism. Further
studies into Christian receptions of Platonism in Late Antiquity will bring more
knowledge about how Christian writers mediated that material by way of selec-
tions and interpretations. These cracks have their rightful place in the history as
well — late ancient history is not to be regarded as an intellectual relay in which
Christians transmitted what the genius of the Greeks had invented. Such cracks
and ruptures cannot only be studied in the polemics of Christian writers against
paganism — they can also be observed and studied in any reception of pagan mate-
rial by inquiring into how that material was transformed when transported into
Christian contexts. What we study when we study the receptions of Platonism is
necessarily excerpts that were taken from one context and placed into another. In
Christian contexts, the philosophical material was interpreted from new perspec-
tives, with new meaning being added.

skesksk

In selecting the chapters contained in this volume on the relationship between
Platonism and Christian thought, we have not wanted to outline any particular
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historical development, and any sketch of the history of Christian philosophy in
this period has been beyond the scope of this volume.'* With the aim to explore
the relationship between Platonism and Christianity in Late Antiquity, we have
been interested in Christian thought broadly defined, and not necessarily Chris-
tian philosophical receptions. This is not to say that we do not think that there
was such a thing as Christian philosophy in this period. In the course of the last
few decades, the study of Christian philosophy in Late Antiquity has increased
in scholarship, obliterating some of the old bifurcation between philosophy and
religion/theology, and important contributions have provided new knowledge
about how we meaningfully can speak about early Christian philosophy, such as
Georgios Karamanolis and his The Philosophy of Early Christianity. In making
this provision, we do still acknowledge that a number of contributions in this
volume examine receptions which deal with what must be considered philosophi-
cal problems in their own right, in discussing the receptions of Platonic material
within rational inquiries into the faith.

Notes

1 Déorrie 1976.

2 Augustine, Civ. Dei 8.5.

3 Cf. Gnilka 1984.

4 Cf. Bland Simmons 2015.
5 Augustine, Conf. 7.9.13.
6 Clement, Str. 5.103.

7 Justin, Ap. 1.60.1.

8 Cf. De Vogel 1985.

9 Cf. Runia 1968.

10 For example, these findings call into question established knowledge on Augustine’s
intellectual conversion. Augustine’s claim in Conf. that he acquired his notion of evil
from the Platonists’ monistic view of reality (generally believed to have been Plotinus)
does not sit well with the dualistic views that Plotinus held, as shown by his doctrine
on matter, which hardly could find any place within mainstream Christian doctrine on
creation.

11 Cf. Augustine, Contra Academicos 3.20.43.

12 Dérrie 1976: 522.

13 Dérrie 1976: 521-522.

14 We agree with Stead 1994: x, who argues that any sketch of the development of Chris-
tian philosophy in this period is made difficult by the lack of convergence in philo-
sophical knowledge and preferences among early Christian intellectuals.
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Logos, he read the Bible, or he was inspired by God. To account for his disagree-
ment, they could argue that he failed to have complete access to truth, that he
misunderstood what he read, or that he deliberately chose to lie in order to deceive
the Athenians.
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des textes dans la littérature grecque jusqu’a Origéne, Paris, 2016) and two previ-
ous books: Morlet 2014 and 2016. Unless stated otherwise, the translations are the
author’s.

See Hélene Grelier Deneux’s remarks in Pouderon ef al. 2016: 1305.

Tatian, Oratio ad Graecos 2-3.

Theophilus, Aut. 2.4.

Theophilus, Aut. 3.7.

Tertullian, De anima 54.2.

The name often given to the author of the Refutation of all heresies (1.19; in 6.3,
Plato is mentioned, with Pythagoras, as the supposed source of the gnostic Valenti-
nus). The work (10.32.4), refers to a treatise previously written by its author “On the
substance of the universe” (Ilepi tfig T0d mavtog ovoing), which is probably identi-
cal to the work I1pog "EAAnvog kai mpog [TAdtova fj kol mepi tod mavtdg mentioned
under the so-called “statue of Hippolytus” (see Prinzivalli 1990) and which Photius
may describe (as a work of “Josephus”) in his Bibliotheca, cod. 48 (Plato contradicts
himself, and the views of Alcinoos concerning the soul, matter and resurrection, are
wrong).

Justin, Dial. 2.3-6.

Justin, Dial. 2.6. Trans. ANF 1.

Constantine, Oratio ad sanctorum coetus 9.3.

Eusebius, PE 11.1.3-5.

Augustine, Civ. Dei 8.5.

Justin, trans. ANF 1.

Justin, Ap. 1.8.4.

Justin, Ap. 1.18.5.

Justin, Ap. 1.60.1.

“Related to the King of All are all things, and for his sake they are, and of all things
fair He is the cause. And related to the Second are the second things and related to the
Third the third.” Trans. R. G. Bury.

Justin, Ap. 1.13.3; 60.7.

Justin, Ap. 2.10.5-6.

Athenagoras, Leg. 6.1-4.

Athenagoras, Leg. 12.2.

Athenagoras, Leg. 16.4.

Athenagoras, Leg. 19.2.

Athenagoras, Leg. 23.5-7.

Athenagoras, Leg. 36.3.

Athenagoras, trans. ANF 2.

It is sometimes thought that Athenagoras was a real “philosopher,” in the pagan sense.
Bernard Pouderon believed that he was at the head of a Platonic school in Athens,
before moving to Alexandria (Pouderon 1992: 17-22). This assumption is based
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primarily on Philip of Sidé (Historia Christiana, 1. 1-9 Hansen), which is obviously
not reliable, and is, in itself, highly disputable, Athenagoras showing only a superfi-
cial knowledge of Platonism. In the manuscripts, Athenagoras is called “philosopher”
and “Athenian.” It is difficult to evaluate the reliability of such designations, and to
understand if “philosopher” means that he practiced greek philosophy or just that he
was a Christian theologian. Even understood in the pagan sense, it may have come
to the mind of the copists because of the numerous philosophical quotations con-
tained in the Legatio. Philip’s “novel” about Athenagoras is probably an extrapolation
based on the two designations of the Christian in the manuscripts — “philosopher” and
“Athenian.” It transmits no historical data.

Clement, Pr. 70.1; Str. 1.66.3.

Clement, Str. 5.92.1-4.

Clement, Str. 5.92.5-6.

Clement, Str. 5.103.1.

Clement, Str. 5.103.2-4.

Clement, Paed. 2.18.1

Clement, Paed. 2.22.1.

Clement, Str. 1.9.4.

Clement, Str. 5.93.2-3.

Clement, Str. 1.165.2.

Clement, Str. 2.100.4.

Translations of Clement are taken from ANF 2.

Clement, Str. 5.106.2.

Clement, Str. 5.108, 2-3.

Clement, Str. 6.42.3.

Clement, Str. 1.5.28; 6.67.1.

In my view, it is necessary to distinguish between Origen the Christian and Origen
the Platonist, though a few scholars have sometimes been tempted to identify them.
The chronology of the Christian’s life does not fit with the few things we know about
Origen the Platonist: at the time when Plotinus, the fellow-disciple of Origen the
pagan, opened a school in Rome (246), the Christian was already a famous figure in
the Church and died about eight years later (see Dorival 2005).

See Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica 6.24.3.

See Geerard, n° 1483. Nautin gave a list of fragments available in 1977 (Nautin 1977:
295). More recently, see Moreschini 1987.

Jerome, Letter 70.4: “Origenes decem scripsit Stromateas, Christianorum et philos-
ophorum sententias conparans, et omnia nostrae religionis dogmata de Platone et
Aristotele, Numenio, Cornutoque confirmans.” In another text, Jerome alludes to the
use of the Stoics in the work (Dialogue against the Pelagians Prologue. 1).

See Nautin 1972.

See Jerome, Apologia contra Rufinum 1.18.

Saffrey 1975.

Morlet 2004.

Eusebius, PE 12.31.

Morlet 2013.

Eusebius, PE 11.5-6.

Eusebius, PE 11.7-38.

Eusebius, PE 12.1-13.11.

See Whittaker and Louis 1990 (dialectical part: 4-6; theoretical part: 7-26; ethical
part: 27-34).

See Goulet-Cazé 1999 (physics: 67-77; ethics: 78—106; the last part of Diogenes’s
exposition is devoted to the divisions of reality: 106—-109).

Eusebius, PE 11.10.14.

Eusebius, PE 11.10.15.
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Eusebius, PE 11.13.

Eusebius, PE 11.14.

Eusebius, PE 11.26.

Eusebius, PE 11.32.

Eusebius, PE 11.33.

Eusebius, PE 12.18.

Eusebius, PE 12.35.

Eusebius, PE 12.40-41.

Eusebius, PE 13.1.

Eusebius, PE 11.24.

Eusebius, PE 12.8.

Eusebius, PE 12.20.

Eusebius, PE 12.25.

Eusebius, PE 11.4.

Eusebius, PE 11.5.

Eusebius, PE 11.14.

Eusebius, PE 12.34.

Justin, Ap. 1.44.9.

Justin, 4p. 1.60.1-7.

Justin, Ap. 1.46.

Justin, Ap. 2.7.1-2; 10.8; 13.3-5.

Athenagoras, Leg. 7.2.

Clement, Str. 1.94.2.

Clement, Pr. 68.3-4.

Clement, Paed. 1.67.1-2.

Clement, Paed. 2.10.89.

Clement, Paed. 2.100.3—4.

Clement, Pr. 70.1; Str. 1.66.3.

Clement, Str. 2.133.2.

Clement, Paed. 2.10.89.

Clement, Str. 2.18.2. Compare to Augustine, Civ. Dei 8.11: “Plato was not ignorant of
those writings.”

Clement, Str. 5.102.3.

See Origen, C. Cels. 4.39, the Refutation of all the heresies sometimes ascribed to
Hippolytus, 6.21.1-3, Ps.-Justin, Cohortatio ad Graecos 20.1; Augustine, Civ. Dei
8.11; Theodoretus of Cyrrhus, Therapeutics of Hellenic maladies 2.26.

See Diogenes Laertius, Vitae philosophorum 3.6.

In Civ. Dei 8.11, Augustine assumes that Plato happened to know the Scriptures
through an interpreter, since the Greek translation had not yet occurred. Origen
(C. Cels. 4.39) already alluded to the same kind of explanation (“it is not very clear,
indeed, whether Plato fell in with these stories by chance, or whether, as some think,
meeting during his visit to Egypt with certain individuals who philosophised on the
Jewish mysteries”).

Clement, Str. 5.29.3-6.

Origen, Princ. 1.3.6; C. Cels. 4.85.

See Origen, Princ. 2.1.2;2.9.6.

Origen, C. Cels. 7.30.

Origen, C. Cels. 6.19. Translations of Contra Celsum are taken from ANF 4.

Origen, C. Cels. 4.39.

Origen, C. Cels. 3.47; 4.30; Commentary to Romans 1.19.

Origen, Homilies on Numbers 18.3.

Eusebius, PE 11. Pr.1. Trans. E.H. Gifford.

Eusebius, PE 11.13.5.

Justin, 4p. 2.10.7.
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108 Athenagoras, Leg. 7.2.

109 Clement, Pr. 74.7. See also Str. 6.7.55.4, which contains also the second explanation
(they mistook their source: see below).

110 Origen, C. Cels. 7.51.

111 Eusebius, PE 13.14.2.

112 Justin, Ap. 1.60.1-7.

113 Clement, Str. 6.7.55.4.

114 Clement, Str. 5.89.4.

115 Clement, Str. 5.90.2.

116 Clement, Str. 5.90.3.

117 Origen, C. Cels. 7.30.

118 See Origen, C. Cels. 6.7; 15; 19; 32.

119 See Morlet, forthcoming.

120 Eusebius, PE 13.16.18.

121 See Origen, C. Cels. 4.39; Eusebius, PE 13.14.
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A controversy sparked by Alfaric 1918: 380381, whose view that Augustine converted
to Platonism before turning to Christianity is widely rejected today. More recently,
Dobell 2009 has argued that Augustine’s conversion from Porphyrian Neoplatonism to
Christianity continued into the mid-390s.

The notorious reference to the “books of the Platonists” occurs at Conf. 7.9.13. Among
Porphyry’s champions are Theiler 1953; Beatrice 1989. O’Connell 1963 and Rist 1996
are in the Plotinian camp. See O’Donnell 1992 vol. 2: 412-443.

Crouse 1999 gives a survey of this and other problematic aspects of Augustine’s Pla-
tonism, along with the most important literary references.

See Hoenig 2018: 227228, 272-273. Rémy 1979: 545-596 uses Augustine’s quota-
tions of 7im. 29¢3 in the Cons. ev. and Trin. as a springboard for a broader discussion
of his soteriology and his views on the relationship between the temporal and eternal
realms.

Justin, 4p. 20.4, 1-2.

See Niehoff 2007.

I follow the dating of Hombert 2000: 66—80, who places the beginnings of Trin. 1
around 400403, shortly before Augustine composed the Cons. ev., dated to 403-404
(81-87). According to Hombert Augustine interrupted working on the 7rin. and did
not compose Book Four until 413-414, contra Camelot 1956, who suggests that Book
Four was composed around the same time as the Cons. ev.

Trans. according to Lamb 1925 with modifications.

Augustine drops Cicero’s connective enim at Cons. ev. 1.35.53 and in the first of the
two quotations at Trin. 4.18.24.

Augustine at Civ. Dei 13.16.1 also quotes Cicero’s translation of Tim. 41a—b, the demi-
urge’s speech to the subordinate divinities. The same passage features again at Civ. Dei
22.26 and other writings. Hagendahl 1967: 131-138 lists all of Augustine’s quotations
from Cicero’s translation.

Cicero, Tim. 3.8.1-2, ed. Ax and Plasberg 2011.

I have argued previously, at Hoenig 2018: 98-101, that Cicero’s surprising choice of
aeternitas, “eternity,” for ovoia, “being,” may be explained by the fact that he asso-
ciated the eternal paradigm (10 aidiov mapdéderypa) after which the created world is
modelled not with the realm of being, a generic ontological class, but with the Form of
Eternity. In other words, Cicero makes our universe a copy, or an image, of the Form
of Eternity, even though eternity is only one of the qualities possessed by a generic
Platonic form. Cicero’s chosen rendering aeternitas evidently had an impact on Augus-
tine’s understanding of the Timaeus. Ovoio, intelligible being, is associated by him
with the eternal life obtained after the human body’s resurrection.

Augustine, Retr. 2.16.

Largely in line with J.J. O’Meara 1959, and contra Merkel 1996-2010: 1230 (and see
ibid. 1971: 23-31), who suggests that the work is primarily targeting the Manicheans,
a verdict that appears unnecessarily restrictive.

For a study of Origen’s impact on Augustine, see e.g. Crouse 1992.

Epiphanius, Adversus haereses 51.8 = fr. 55T Becker 2016. See also Merkel 1971:
13-18. Merkel at 1986-2010: 1230 doubts that Augustine knew Porphyry’s Contra
Christianos. Even if this is the case, the arguments contained in the work could likely
have made their way to Augustine by the early fifth century.

E.g. Cons. ev. 11.17; 9.14.

Augustine, C. Faustum 32.2; 33.3. Hombert 2000 dates this work to 400—402.
Tertullian, Apologeticum 21.17; Lactantius, Divinae institutiones 4.13.17.

See, for instance, Jerome, Tractatus LIX In psalmos 81, Z. 206-239 (= 70F Becker
2016), according to whom Porphyry (at Z. 228) suspects the evangelists of magic and
thaumaturgy undertaken for financial gains. The Middle Platonist Apuleius and the
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Neopythagorean Apollonius of Tyana are listed as further examples of thaumaturgy (Z.
228-229).

The most important study on the various views concerning Jesus held by Augustine’s
non-Christian contemporaries is Madec 1992; see esp. 48—67 for the present context.
Dodaro 2004: 95 discusses Augustine’s treatment of such views in his Civ. Dei.

On the details of this oracle see e.g. Courcelle 1954. Becker 2016: 370 notes that
Hecate’s oracle confirms Jesus’ piety (345F, 9.25.25-30, ed. Smith 1993), but that,
according to Porphyry’s reading, it is Jesus’ immortal pious soul only that Christians
erroneously worship.

Elsewhere, he holds the predictions of the Hebrew prophets up as a defence against the
charge of magic or thaumaturgy against Jesus. At C. Faust. 12.45, he argues that “the
testimony of the prophets (prophetae) who lived so long before could not be ascribed
to magical arts.”

Lucan, De bello civili 2.592-593.

See n. 12.

The idea of a required middle term is inspired by 7im. 31b4-32c4 where Timaeus makes
reference to geometrical proportion in the context of the four material elements that make
up the cosmos. Between any two extremes, the most effective bond for achieving true
unity is that which is able to assimilate itself to the two extremes it unites (31c2-3), with
the help of proportion (Gvatoyia): “Whenever the middle term of three numbers (. . .)
between any two of them is such that what the first term is to it, it is to the last, and, con-
versely, what the last term is to the middle term, it is to the first, then, since the middle
term turns out to be both first and last, and the last and the first likewise both turn out to
be middle terms, they will all of necessity turn out to have the same relationship to each
other, and, given this, will be unified” (7im. 31c4-32a7, trans. Zeyl). See my further
analysis of this passage, as appropriated by Augustine, at Hoenig 2018: 260-262.
McGrath 1986 vol. 1: 39 dates this development to 396-397, as visible in the two
volumes addressed to Simplicianus and Augustine’s comments at De praedestinatione
sanctorum 4.8.

See Dodaro 2004: 76; Merkel 1971: 224-227.

Courcelle 1954 suggests that the arguments Augustine counters in the Cons. ev. reflect
a mix of criticisms, often similar in nature, from various corners. Criticisms that origi-
nated with Celsus or Porphyry could likely have been appropriated by followers of
other anti-Christian convictions.

Cf. Vulg. Heb 7:12, 7:24.

Hombert 2000: 45-80.

See Drecoll 1996-2002: 631. Ayres 2010: 166 notes that “the De trinitate may have
been rendered increasingly anti-Pelagian during later redaction,” a possible reason why
the work as we have it frequently stresses the necessity of grace for our contemplation
of god. An attempt to link Augustine’s stress on the necessity of grace to his altercations
with the Pelagians was made by Plagnieux 1954. In the specific context of Trin. 4.1.24,
Augustine appears to me to be addressing primarily Homoian and Platonic perspectives.
See Barnes 1999 for a study of Augustine’s anti-Homoian stance particularly in Book
One.

Trans. according to Hill 1991 with modifications.

See the discussion by Barnes 1999; Ayres 2010: 142-170.

See Hill 1991 in his introductory essay at 147-151 who, however, acknowledges the
overall thematic cohesion between Christ’s mediatory role and the divine missions.
Bochet 2007 defends the structure of Book Four, especially with regard to 4.2.11 and
4.2.12. See further Ayres 1998; Arnold 1991.

See Ayres 2010: 166—-170; Rémy 1979: 573-574.

See for instance Plato, Phileb. 15a-b, 16c—e, 17c—e; Plotinus, Enn. 6.6.1; Porphyry,
Sent. 11.37. See also the chapter of Janby in this volume for a fuller account of Augus-
tine’s philosophy of number.
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39 Solignac 1958 examines the Pythagorean echoes in Augustine, which, he argues,
reached him via Varro or Nicomachus of Gerasa (via Apuleius’ Latin translation).

40 Noted by Hombert 2000: 73. I would add that the contrast at 4.3.13 between the devil
who “grew high and mighty” and Christ who came “humble and lowly” echoes Augus-
tine’s polemic against Apuleius’ demonology in Book Eight of his Civ. Dei where he
“inverts” the demonic-human hierarchy by pointing to the inferiority of the light and
airy demons, weighed down by their depravity, over against the moral loftiness of mor-
tals who possess an inferior elemental make-up. Cf. Hoenig 2018: 272-277.

41 At Doctr. Chr. 2.28.43 Augustine suggests Plato may have obtained his wisdom from
Jeremiah on his travels to Egypt, a view he later came to reject. See also Hoenig 2018: 225.

42 Concerning the theme of belief and contemplation of the truth, Augustine there had
reproached those who are “so top-heavy with the load of their mortality that what they
do not know they wish to give the impression of knowing, and what they wish to know
they cannot, and so they block their own road to genuine understanding by asserting
too categorically their own presumptuous opinions (. . .).”
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to denounce pagan philosophy and religion by emphasising a term that has nega-
tive connotations for a Christian.

Conclusive Remarks

Lastly, I wish to revisit the question whether the Philosophia ex oraculis as a
whole can be understood as an anti-Christian text. The Platonist introduces his
text as a way of salvation. In 303F. Smith, which belongs to the beginning of the
text, he says: “Sure, then, and steadfast is he who draws his hopes of salvation
from this as from the only sure source.”3® While this claim could appear to be an
alternative to Christian salvation, it does not seem that the addressees in this con-
text are Christians. Rather, Porphyry appeals to a group of “initiated.” Fragment
304F. Smith of the Philosophia ex oraculis says:

And do thou endeavor to avoid publishing these above all things, and cast-
ing them even before the profane for the sake of reputation, or gain, or any
unholy flattery. For so there would be danger not only to thee for transgress-
ing these injunctions, but also to me for lightly trusting thee who couldst not
keep the benefits secret to thyself. We must give them then to those who have
arranged their plan of life with a view to the salvation of the soul.*

Thus, there is no evidence to support the claim that Christianity was a main topic
of the Philosophia ex oraculis.** Whereas Contra Christianos evidently was writ-
ten against the Christians, the direction of impact of the Philosophia ex oraculis
cannot be answered with the same clearness. Themes that Porphyry is talking
about in this text, like the daemons, are understood or made to appear anti-
Christian by Eusebius. Porphyry’s addressees are not the Christians, but rather
people who are interested in philosophy. The text stresses and uses elements that
are essential for the pagan self-conception, as for example, the fact that Porphyry
uses oracles for his argumentation. So, even if not intended as an anti-Christian
text by Porphyry, Eusebius understands it as at least antithetical to Christianity
and as such he attacked it as a threat, staging, and ridiculing the Neoplatonist as
an enemy by representing his views on the daemons.

Notes

1 This chapter has been written in connection with the research at the project GO1
“Platonism and Christianity in late antiquity — Porphyry’s interpretation, defense and
re-ordering of pagan cultic practice: A threat to the Christian order?” of the Collabora-
tive Research Center 923 “Threatened Order — Societies under Stress” (University of
Tiibingen), which is sponsored by the DFG (German Research Foundation). I would
like to thank David DeMarco (Tiibingen) and Aaron Johnson (Cleveland, TN) for valu-
able comments, as well as for proofreading.

2 Goulet 2012: 1289-1314.

3 Johnson 2006: 11-12.

4 Johnson 2006.



58 Christine Hecht

18

19

20

21
22

23

24

25
26
27

28

Cf. Johnson 2013: 79.

Cf. Johnson 2013: 81.

Magny 2014 also pointed to the significance of being aware of the citation contexts,
when dealing with Porphyry.

Riedweg 2005: 155-158; Tanaseanu-Dobler 2009: 120 and 2017: 137-140 provide a
detailed survey of the scholarly debate.

Bidez 1913: 15-28.

O’Meara 1959 and 1969.

Beatrice, 1988, 1989, 1992, 1993. Cf. Becker 2016: 15, n. 84; 16, n. 92.
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Porphyry, Philos. ex orac. 314F. Smith = Eus. PE 1V.8.4-5: “0 &1 o0v mpodnimOeic
avilp &v avtoic oig éméypayev Ilepi tfic 8k Aoyiov @hocopiag ypnopodc Tidnot
100 AmdAwvog, Tag o {hav Buoiag Epyalecbol mapakerevopévon kai pr povorg
daipooty unde povoug taig meprysiog dvvapeoty, GAAL Kol Taig aifepiolg kai ovpaviolg
LoButeiv. v £18poic 8 6 adTdg daipovoac, GAL od Beolc etvar OpoAoYdY Gmavtac, oig
“EXMnveg tag 6U aipdtov kai (dov ardyav ceayig Enetéhovy Buciag, un ypfivat unde
éotov sivau Bgoic {poButeiv noiv.”; Gifford 1903.

Johnson 2013: 83—101. Recently, Brisson 2018 has depicted Porphyry’ theological sys-
tem and the position of the “daemon” in it. He draws mainly on the De abstinentia,
while omitting the fragments of the Philosophia ex oraculis.

Johnson 2013: 90.

Ibid.: 91.

Porphyry, Philos. ex orac. 314F., 6-8 Smith = Eus. PE IV.8.5: év €tépoig &’ 6 avtog
Saipovac, 6AL’ ob Bgodg givol dpoloydv dmavtoc, oic “EAAnvec téc S aipdrov kai
{omv aroyev coayig Emetélovv Buoiog; Gifford 1903: 158.

Cf. Eusebius, PE IV.10.1.



Porphyry’s daemons as a threat for the Christians 59

29 Porphyry, De abst. 11.36.5; Clark 2013: 70. Cited in Eusebius, PE IV.15.1.

30 Porphyry, De abst. 1.27.1; Clark 2013: 40.

31 Porphyry, De abst. 11.42.2-3; Clark 2013: 73.

32 Porphyry, De abst. 11.40.2; Clark 2013: 72.

33 Mainnlein-Robert 2014: 123 points out that the use of “Feindbilder” is an important
strategy in the polemic between Christians and pagan philosophers like Porphyry.

34 Porphyry, De abst. 11.40.2; Clark 2013: 72.

35 Eusebius, PE 1V.6.2; Gifford 1903: 156.

36 Smith provides less context. However, the sentence that begins before the fragment that
is quoted by Smith is important because it gives the impression that Eusebius principally
quotes the Philosophia ex oraculis in order to expose Porphyry as a friend of daemons.

37 Porphyry, Philos. ex orac. 331F. Smith = Eus. PE VI.1.1: “tobtev ¢ Eheyyog avtog
EKEIVOC O TV Sarpdvev Tporyopog €v ol¢ éméypaye Ilepi Tiig éx Aoyiov @ihocopiog
Ode Méyov mpdg AéEw.”; Gifford 1903: 254.

38 Porphyry, Philos. ex orac. 303F. = Eusebius, PE IV.7.1: “BéPatog 8¢ koi povipog 6
évtedlev mg av €k povov PePaiov tog EATidog Tod cwbijvar dpvtopevog-”; Gifford
1903: 157.

39 Porphyry. Philos. ex orac. 304F. = Eus. PE IV.8.1: “X0 &’ €inep 1t Kol todto melpd pn
dnpootevey und’ dypt kol T@v PePirmv pimtey avta 66ENG Eveka 1| kKEPSOVG 1 TVOG
GAANG oK €Dayodg Kolakeing. Kivduvog yap ob 6ol povov Tag £violag Tapafaivovtt
TOOTOG, OAAA Kapol Pedimg ToTEVSAVTL T GTEYEW TP’ £0VTA WU SLVOUEVED TOG
gvmotiag. 00Té0V o1 T0ig TOV Blov Evatnoapévols Tpog TV The Wwoyis cotpiav.”; Gif-
ford 1903: 157-158.

40 Riedweg 2005: 187.

Bibliography
Primary sources

a. Editions

Smith, Andrew (ed.) (1993). Porphyrii Philosophi Fragmenta. Stuttgart: Teubner.
Wolff, Gustav (ed.) (1856). Porphyrii De philosophia ex oraculis haurienda librorum rel-
iquiae. Berlin: Springer.

b. Translations

Clark, Gillian (trans.) (2013). Porphyry: On Abstinence from Killing Animals. London:
Bloomsbury.

Gifford, Edwin Hamilton (trans.) (1903). Eusebii Pamphili Evangelicae Praeparationis
Libri XV. Oxford: Typographeus Academicus.

Scholarly literature

Beatrice, Pier Franco (1988). “Un oracle antichrétien chez Arnobe.” In Mémorial Dom
Jean Gribomont (1920-1986), 107-129. Rome: Istitutum Patristicum Augustinianum.
(1989). “Quosdam Platonicorum libros: The Platonic Readings of Augustine in

Milan.” Vigiliae Christianae 43: 248-281.

(1992). “Towards a New Edition of Porphyry’s Fragments against the Christians.” In
Sophies maietores: ‘Chercheurs de sagesse.’ Hommage a J. Pépin, ed. Marie-Odile Goulet-
Cazé, Goulven Madec and Denis O’Brien, 347-355. Paris: Institut d‘Etudes Augustiniennes.




60 Christine Hecht

(1993). “Antistes philosophiae: Ein christenfeindlicher Propagandist am Hofe
Diokletians nach dem Zeugnis des Laktanz.” Augustinianum 33: 31-47.

Becker, Matthias (2016). Porphyrios, Contra Christianos: Neue Sammlung der Frag-
mente, Testimonien und Dubia mit Einleitung, Ubersetzung und Anmerkungen. Berlin/
Boston: De Gruyter.

Bidez, Joseph (1913). Vie de Porphyre: Le philosophe néo-platonicien. Gent: van Goethem.

Brisson, Luc (2018). “What Is a Daimon for Porphyry?” In Neoplatonic Demons and Angels,
ed. Luc Brisson, Seamus O’Neill and Andrei Timotin, 86—101. Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Busine, Aude (2004). “Des logia pour philosophie: A propos du titre de la Philosophie
tirée des oracles de Porphyre.” Philosophie Antique 4: 149-166.

(2005). Paroles d’Apollon: Pratiques et traditions oraculaires dans |’Antiquité
tardive (lle-Vle siecles). Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Goulet, Richard (2012). “Porphyre de Tyr I. L’homme et I’ceuvre.” In Dictionnaire Des
Philosophes Antiques. Vol. 5b, 1289—1314. Paris: CNRS.

Hecht, Christine (forthcoming). “Eusebios liest Porphyrios: Fragmentierung und Kontex-
tualisierung der Orakelphilosophie.” In Stimmen der Gétter. Orakel und ihre Rezeption
von der Spdtantike bis in die frithe Neuzeit, ed. Helmut Seng, Lucia Maddalena Tissi and
Chiara Tommasi Moreschini. Heidelberg: Winter.

Johnson, Aaron P. (2006). Ethnicity and Argument in Eusebius’ Praeparatio Evangelica.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

(2013). Religion and Identity in Porphyry of Tyre: The Limits of Hellenism in Late
Antiquity. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Magny, Ariane (2014). Porphyry in Fragments: Reception of an Anti-Christian Text in Late
Antiquity. Farnham: Ashgate.

Mainnlein-Robert, Irmgard (2014). “Ordnungskonkurrenz: Polemik und Feindbild in
konkurrierenden Ordnungen: Der platonische Philosoph Porphyrios und sein Kampf
gegen die Christen.” In Aufruhr — Katastrophe — Konkurrenz — Zerfall. Bedrohte Ord-
nungen als Thema der Kulturwissenschaften, ed. Ewald Frie and Mischa Meier,
117-138. Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck.

Muscolino, Giuseppe (2010). “La demonologia di Porfirio e il culto di Mitra.” Mediaeval
Sophia: Studi e ricerche sui saperi medievali (E-review semestrale dell’Officina di Studi
Medievali 7 (gennaio—giugno)): 103—-123.

O’Meara, John Joseph (1959). Porphyry’s Philosophy from Oracles in Augustine. Paris:
Etudes Augustiniennes.

(1969). “Porphyry’s Philosophy from Oracles in Eusebius’ Praeparatio Evangelica
and Augustine’s Dialogues of Cassiciacum.” Recherches Augustiniennes 6: 103—169.
Riedweg, Christoph (2005). “Porphyrios iiber Christus und die Christen: Die philosophia
ex oraculis haurienda und Contra Christianos im Vergleich.” In L’apologétique chré-
tienne gréco-latine a I’époque prénicénienne, ed. Antonie Wlosok, 151-203. Genéve:

Fondation Hardt.

Tanaseanu-Débler, Ilinca (2009). “‘Nur der Weise ist Priester’: Rituale und Ritualkri-
tik bei Porphyrios.” In Religion und Kritik in der Antike, ed. Ulrich Berner and Ilinca
Tanaseanu-Dobler, 109—156. Berlin/Miinster: Lit.

(2017). “Porphyrios und die Christen in De philosophia ex oraculis haurienda.”
In Die Christen als Bedrohung? Text, Kontext und Wirkung von Porphyrios’ Contra
Christianos, ed. Irmgard Ménnlein-Robert, 137—176. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag.

Timotin, Andrei (2012). La démonologie platonicienne: Histoire de la notion de daimon de
Platon aux derniers néoplatoniciens. Leiden/Boston: Brill.




Patristic reflections on formless matter 73

Notes

N =

NN DN W

37

For the origin of the doctrine of creation out of nothing, see May 1978.

The text of Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica V11.20 is catalogued by Metzler 2010:
63—-66 as fragment D 3.

Eusebius, PE VIIL.20.1.

Kockert 2009: 280.

As Origen asserts in his treatise: Princ. IV.4.7.

Eusebius, PE VII1.20.2.

Eusebius, PE VII.20.3, about which should be seen the comment in Kdckert 2009:
281-282.

Eusebius, PE VII1.20.4, about which should be seen the comment in Kockert 2009:
282-283.

Eusebius, PE VII.20.5. As it shines through in Origen’s argument, in the perspective
of the Christian doctrine of creation out of nothing (and in a way somewhat similar
to the later Neoplatonic authors) the foundation of matter is understood in view of a
fundamentally theological orientation.

Eusebius, PE VIIL.20.6.

Eusebius, PE VI1.20.7.

Some traces of the same polemic strategy emerge through the pages of Princ. (e.g.
II.1.1). Cf. Boys-Stones 2011.

For this hypothesis of dating, see the bibliography cited in Kockert 2009: 312, n. 2.
Basil, Hex. 11.2.2.

Basil, Hex. 11.2.4-5.

Basil, Hex. 11.2.6-7.

Basil, Hex. 11.2.8.

For the various dating hypothesis, see Henke 2000: 16.

Ambrose, Exam.1.2.5.

See the texts quoted by Pépin 1973: 261-267.

Ambrose, Exam. 1.7.25 (text translated and analysed in Henke 2000: 182—-187).
Ambrose, Exam. 11.1.1. Regarding this text, see the remarks of Nauroy 2011.

For a complete list of the texts under consideration, see Moro 2017: 48-51.
Augustine, Conf. X1.5.7. For a more detailed analysis of this text, see Moro 2017: 149—170.
Origen, Princ. IV.4.7. On this passage, and on the meaning of the reference to the “bas-
tard kind of reasoning” (v66og Aoyiopog) in Plato, 7im. 52b, see Bostock 1980: 326.
Augustine, Conf. X11.5.5. Also in this passage, both on the lexical level and on the con-
ceptual one, the influence of the Platonic text of Tim. 52b and of its reinterpretations by
later Platonic thinkers is evident, particularly Plotinus and Calcidius (4th century). For
a more detailed analysis of the question, cf. Moro 2017: 184—-198.

Augustine, Civ. Dei XI1.7.

Augustine, Conf. XI1.6.6.

Aristotle, Met. Z. 3, 1029a 10-19.

A list of textual and bibliographic references can be found in Moro 2017: 208-209.
Basil, Hex. 1.8.3-4.

Cf. Armstrong 1962; Sorabji 1988: 45 (on which we will return later).

Cf. Zachhuber 2006; Kockert 2009: 345-347.

For an overall analysis of the work, composed in 379 in the aftermath of Basil’s death,
see Kockert 2009: 400-526.

Gregory of Nyssa, In Hex. 7 (Drobner).

Gregory of Nyssa, In Hex. 7 (Drobner). In putting the question, it is plausible that
Gregory was influenced by the reflection of the Neoplatonic philosopher Porphyry,
preserved for us by the Athenian Neoplatonic philosopher Proclus (412-485); for fur-
ther details, cf. Sorabji 1988: 55.

Gregory of Nyssa, In Hex. 7 (Drobner).
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43 Trefer to the chapter of Emilsson in this volume, for a more comprehensive account of
matter (and its relation to badness) in Plotinus.

44 For a balanced discussion of the question, cf. Chiaradonna 2016; Emilsson 2017:
203-214.

45 In this regard, see the critical remarks formulated by Kockert 2009: 420-421.

46 This observation was first proposed by Alexandre 1976: 166—169.

47 Origen, Princ. IV4.7.

48 I summarise here the reading of Kockert 2009: 421-424.

49 Cf. e.g. Augustine, Conf. X11.6.6; 8.8; 17.25; 19.28; Civ. Dei XXII.19.

50 Cf. e.g. Augustine, Conf- X11.15.19; 17.25-26; 22.31.

51 On the fundamental difference between Plotinus’ and Augustine’s conception of matter
on this point, see Moro 2018.

52 See Theiler 1933: 13-14.

53 The section of Porphyry’s commentary is handed down to us by Proclus, In Tim. 1,
391.4-396.26 (= fr. 51, ed. Sodano), on the content of which see Baltes 1976: 221.

54 This expression appears in Proclus, /n Tim. I, 392.8. On the use of the concept of
€mnde10tng in and before Porphyry, cf. Pavlos 2017.

55 On this point, see the analysis of Rescigno 1997.

56 This has been convincingly shown by Du Roy 1966, who considers it unnecessary to
hypothesise a Porphyrian direct influence with respect to the theme of the capacitas formae.

57 Asis frequently the case in Plotinus (e.g. Fnn. 1.6.2, 11.4.5,11.5.5, 111.6.13, 1.8.3, 8) and,
moreover, in Porphyry himself (e.g. Sent. 20; 30; De abst. 111.27).

58 On Porphyry’s conception of the origin of matter, see: Aeneas of Gaza, Theophrastus
175.2-9 (= fr. 368F. Smith); John Lydus, De mensibus 175.2-9; Simplicius, In Aris-
totelis Physicorum libros quattuor priores commentaria, 230.34-231.24 (= fr. 236F.
Smith). For a careful discussion of these texts, see Tornau 2000.

59 Theoretically, it is possible that Augustine became aware of some aspects of Porphy-
ry’s reflection via Calcidius: cf. Bakhouche and Brisson 2011: 47-53.

60 For a complete list of textual references, cf. Moro 2017: 137-138.

61 See Philo of Alexandria, De opificio mundi V1.23; De providentia 11.50-51; Eusebius,
PE VII.20-21. Among patristic thinkers, it is Origen, above all, who strongly empha-
sises the complete “availability” with regard to the divine action which matter pos-
sesses precisely because created by God: see Princ. 11.4.1; 111.6.4; 111.6.7.

62 Cf. Cicero, De natura deorum, 111.xxxix.92, and the comment on this text in Brisson
2002: 32.

63 As it has been suggested, instead, by Bouton-Touboulic 2004: 72.

64 For a complete list of textual references, see Moro 2017: 140.
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or thereafter. One reason is no doubt the accident of Pseudo-Dionysius’ immense
influence — his views on the issue strongly reflect Proclus’ position as opposed to
Plotinus’.

Notes

1
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I wish to thank my colleagues and friends, the professors Thomas K. Johansen, Pavlos
Kalligas, Jan Opsomer, Damian Caluori, and Suzanne Stern-Gillet, all of whom have
read and given me valuable comments on drafts of this chapter at different stages. I
also wish to thank my co-editors Lars Fredrik Janby and Panagiotis G. Pavlos, who
assisted me at final stages. Further, I want to thank the audiences at the University
of Iceland and the seminar of the Society of Ancient Philosophy at the University of
Oslo where I have presented earlier versions. I learnt from the discussion on both
occasions. Furthermore, I wish to note that although this chapter was written for the
present volume, with the permission of Routledge a version of it in Icelandic will first
appear in the journal Hugur.

In chapter 6 of Enn. 1.8., Plotinus argues that the Good and matter are opposites. This
involves introducing a wider sense of “opposite” than Aristotle’s Categories 5 allow
for: primary being (ousia) has no contrary according to Aristotle. Plotinus seems to
take this as implying that that which is beyond being, i.e. the Good, cannot have a con-
trary either. He argues against this, concluding that “But things which are completely
separate, and in which there are present in the one the contraries to whatever is the ful-
fillment of the being of the other, must surely be most of all contraries, if ‘by contraries
we mean things that are furthest removed from each other’” (Enn. 1.8.6, 38-41; cf. Cat.
6, 6al7-18).

For this aspect of Stoicism, see Michael Frede (2011), chapter 5.

E.g. Plato, Theaet. 176, Rep. 379c¢; 617¢, Tim. 29¢-30a.

Plutarch, De anima procreatione in Timaeo 1014b; Proclus, In Tim. 1, 382.5-7.

See also Numenius, fr. 52 (des Places) and lamblichus’ account of previous Platonist
views in De anima 23.

For a short overview of ancient authors addressing this question, see O’Meara 1999:
91-92. See also Enrico Moro’s chapter in this volume.

O’Brien 1969.

O’Brien has since forcefully and industriously defended and expounded his view of
matter as generated by the lowest phase of the World-Soul in a number of publications:
I refer here only to his O’Brien 1971, 1996, 1999 and his latest 2011a, 2011b and 2012.
There are several more.

Among dissenting voices we find Hans-Rudolph Schwyzer 1973, who held that for
Plotinus matter is ungenerated; Kevin Corrigan 1986, who argues for multiple genera-
tions of matter; Jean-Marc Narbonne 2007, who holds sensible matter to be generated
from intelligible matter, and John Phillips 2009, to whom O’Brien responds in his three
latest articles listed in the bibliography.

A slightly earlier treatise, “On providence” (Enn. I11.2. [47] and II1.3 [48]), might sug-
gest that Plotinus essentially gives the Stoic answers that I also dubbed as the Chris-
tian ones: the evils aren’t bad after all and that you will see this if you adopt a wider
perspective on the cosmos and, secondly, that badness is the result of human failure
having to do with our freedom of choice, cf. St. Augustine, De Ordine 1.1.1-1.2.3 and
De libero arbitrio, especially book 1. How these accounts can be harmonised with
claiming matter to be the root of evil I shall not address here.

There is considerable scholarly literature dealing with Proclus’ objections. The fol-
lowing are those that I have found particularly illuminating and, in some cases, also
challenging: Dominic O’Meara 1998, “Evil in Plotinus,” where he discusses Proclus’
objections without taking a clear stand on the dispute. There is Jan Opsomer’s 2001
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article in Phronesis “Proclus vs. Plotinus on Matter (De mal. subs. 30-7),” clearly sid-
ing with Proclus; O’Meara 2005 is again out with an article in a Festschrift for Denis
O’Brien, “The Metaphysics of Evil in Plotinus.” Christian Schifer comes to Plotinus’
defense in Phronesis in 2004 but at the cost of denying that matter is badness as such.
Opsomer again critically assesses O’Meara’s and Schifer’s articles in Opsomer 2007,
putting up a strong defense for Proclus’ viewpoints.

De malorum subsistentia is the last one of three short treatises, together referred to as
Tria opuscula, the other ones being De libertate and De providentia. These treatises
are extant only in William of Moerbeke’s Latin 13th century translation. There is a fine
English translation in Opsomer and Steel 2003.

See especially Proclus, De mal. subs. 32.

See De mal. subs. 31.18-21.

Opsomer 2007: 180.

Ibid.

On goodness after its kind, see Georg Henrik von Wright 1963: 19-20.

See von Wright 1963: 23.

Cf. Aristotle, Met. 12, 1072b 14.

The view that the realm of soul also belongs to what truly is pervasive in the Enneads
but is hammered in especially strongly in “On the presence of being, one and the same,
everywhere as a whole” (VL.4. — 5. [24-25]).

Plotinus, Enn. 1.8.3, 22-25. The translation of Plotinus’ text here and elsewhere in this
chapter is substantially that of Armstrong in the Loeb Classical Library but usually
with modifications.

O’Meara 1999: 109-110.

Opsomer 2007: 180.

The views of Schifer and Opsomer differ importantly, however, in that the former
thinks that Plotinus too does not hold matter to be bad in itself, a view with which
Opsomer disagrees. | am sure that Opsomer is right on this.

Opsomer 2007: 183.

Plotinus, Enn. 1.8.4, 1-6.

The following paragraphs expand on the account of matter, bodies and spatiality in
Emilsson 2017: 200-204.

To say that matter becomes a bulk is a manner of speaking: strictly speaking matter
never becomes anything.

On the notion of bulk (onkos) in Plotinus, see Brisson 2000.

For the individuation of bodies, their parts and qualities, see Enn. IV.2. [4] 1, 11-17;
36-41; Enn. V1.4.[22] 1, 17-26 and Emilsson 1990.

On Plotinus’ doctrine of the inaffectability of matter, see Christopher Isaac Noble 2013.
Later Neoplatonic commentators note Plotinus’ doctrine about “the battle for place” in
the sensible realm: see Elias, In Porphyrii Isagogen, 85.14—17; In Aristotelis Catego-
rias 5, 179.1-13; David, In Porphyrii Isagogen 18,149.6—11.

Plotinus, Enn. 111.2.1, 27-35.

Plotinus, Enn. 1.8.5, 21-26.

In the slightly earlier treatise on providence, Enn. II1.2. and 3. [47—48], he goes on
about the conflicts inherent to the sensible world. The sense one gets is that these are
all part of what is determined by providence.

See Enn. 1.1. [53] 7-11. “What is the living being and what is man.”

Enn. V.1.[10] 10, 11, “On the three principal hypostases,” and Enn. IV.8. [6] 8, 2, “On
the descent of soul into bodies.”

Cf. Plato, Symp. 206d.

Plotinus, Enn. 1.8.14, 44-49.

The doctrine of the inaffectability of the soul is thoroughly discussed in a recent article
by Christopher Isaac Noble 2016. See also Emilsson 2017: 161-165 and Caluori 2015:
152-163.
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42 Fleet 1995: commentary ad loc.

43 Plotinus, Enn. 1.8.8, 3-9.

44 1.8.4, 20-21. Cf. also Enn. 1.8.14, 42; 1.8.14, 54. The last reference runs: o0 yap av
€y£veto &ig avtnv un i mapovsig adtiic TV Yévestv AaPodoa. Armstrong translates it,
I think wrongly or at least misleadingly, as: “soul would not have come to it [matter]
unless its presence had given soul the occasion of coming to birth.” O’Meara 1999: 83
translation, which recognises the notion of becoming at play here, is in my view better:
“Car I’ame ne serait pas venue vers la matiere, si, a cause de la presence da la matiere,
elle n’avait pas eu ’occasion d’entrer dans le devenir.”

45 This is clearly laid out in Caluori 2015, chapter 6. Plotinus’ choice of the word, “being
cramped” is no doubt an allusion to Plato, Symp. 206d, as HS, note in their apparatus.

46 Plotinus, Enn. 1.8.7, 16-22.

47 This principle is what is called Axiom 1 in Opsomer 2007.

48 Neither the Good nor matter, and these alone, have being and both are described as
apeira (infinite, indefinite). On the peculiarities in the mode of production of matter,
see O’Brien 1996: 182—-183.

49 See Moro’s chapter in this volume.
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all-powerful character or omnipotence of God. According to Sorabji many ancient
philosophers denied attributes like this.®> The Christian notion of omnipotence is
combined with a distinctive view of divine goodness implying that the deity loves
and cares for particular beings. Late antique pagan philosophers disagreed on the
extension of providence.®® For some (like Alexander of Aphrodisias) providence
is not concerned with individuals but only with the species while other thinkers
(like Proclus) hold that it extends to everything, even if in a non-specific way. The
Christian God creates the cosmos not because He has to but because He wills.
As we have seen, this will be directed to the making of particular beings at the
appropriate time, i.e. when it is good for them to come into existence. The atten-
tion of the Christian God is therefore focused on the things He makes in a lot more
emphatic way than that of any Neoplatonic divinity.

One aspect of the doctrine of an all-powerful God is that there is no need for
any sensible stuff to exist simultaneously (in whatever condition) with the divin-
ity from eternity. This is an old Christian objection to Platonist cosmologies. It is
already found in Athanasius of Alexandria who criticises the Platonists for hold-
ing that God would be unable to make anything unless matter already existed,
“just as a carpenter must have wood first in order to be able to fashion it.”” In this
way one is imputing weakness to God. Athanasius concludes that God in that case
will only be a craftsman (teyvitng) and not a creator (ktiotng). This objection is
probably directed against Platonist cosmologies which held that the present cos-
mos has a beginning and that matter eternally predated this beginning. However,
one does not find such a doctrine in Plotinus who lived earlier than Athanasius or
in Proclus who is later. There is no temporal beginning of the present cosmos, and
therefore unformed matter does not exist temporally before the present age. Even
if the two important figures of Plotinus and Proclus did not teach such a thing, the
opinion that this was a common Platonist doctrine was repeated in the writings of
Christian thinkers for centuries.

Notes

1 Basil, Hex. 1.6; English translation in Way 1983: 10. Greek text in Basile de Césarée,
Homélies sur [’hexaéméron, Giet 1968: 110.

2 Maximus, Car. 4.5, PG 90: 1048d.

Aeneas of Gaza: Theophrastus with Zacharias of Mytilene: Ammonius, translated in

Gertz et al. 2012.

4 For Aeneas and Zacharias and their milieu, see Champion 2014.

5 Sorabji 1983: 224.

6 Share’s introduction to Philoponus, in Share 2004: 7. [ wonder, is there a misprint here,
should not ‘imminent’ be “immanent?”

7 Proclus, In Tim. 277; English translation of Proclus, Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus,
in Runia and Share 2008: 128. The distinction between being and becoming of course
reflects Plato’s usage in 7im. 27d-28a.

8 Proclus, In Tim. 278: (006¢ yap 1 adt dmelpio ypdvov kai aidvog); Runia and Share
2008: 128.

9 Aristotle, Phys. 3, chapter 6.

10 Sorabji 2004: 175.
11 Proclus, In Tim. 282; Runia and Share 2008: 134.
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41
42
43
44
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47
48

Proclus, /n Tim. 281; Runia and Share 2008: 133; xpdvog yap pet’ ovpavod yEyovey, ov
¥XPOVOVL pdprov, GAN’ O Thg ¥pOVOGS.

Somehow this picture of the cosmos could be compared with Parmenides’ “way of
truth” and “way of seeming.” However, Parmenides’ Being is dyévntov while Proclus’
world is characterised by “generation.” Even so, see Parmenides’ fragment 8.
Philoponus, Contra Proclum 24; translation in John Philoponus, Against Proclus On
the Eternity of the World 1-5, Share 2004: 32.

Philoponus, Contra Proclum 33-36; Share 2004: 37-38.

Philoponus, Contra Proclum 36-37; Share 2004: 39.

Cf. the Living Creature in Plato, 7im. 30c.

Philoponus, Contra Proclum 33-36; Share 2004: 37-39.

Philoponus, Contra Proclum 36-37; Share 2004: 39.

Philoponus, Contra Proclum 40; Share 2004: 41.

This distinction becomes classical. It is found in Thomas Aquinas as well.

Philoponus, Contra Proclum 42—43; Share 2004: 42—43.

The term translated as actuality in this sequence is évépyeia. ‘Evépyela may be trans-
lated as activity as well. One should keep in mind that the term actuality is to be under-
stood in a “dynamic” sense as being in activity.

Philoponus, Contra Proclum 46—47; Share 2004: 44—45.

Philoponus, Contra Proclum 55-56; Share 2004: 50.

Philoponus, Contra Proclum 63; Share 2004: 54.

1bid.

Philoponus, Contra Proclum 64; Share 2004: 55.

Philoponus, Contra Proclum 78; Share 2004: 63.

Philoponus, Contra Proclum 79; Share 2004: 64.

Philoponus, Contra Proclum 566; Philoponus, Against Proclus’ On the Eternity of the
World 12—18, translated in Wilberding 2006: 70.

Maximus, Amb. lo. 7, PG 91: 1081a; Constas 2014: 100-101.

Maximus, Car. 4.4, PG 90: 1048d.

Maximus, Car. 4.3, PG 90: 1048c.

Cf. Maximus, Car: 4.3-5, PG 90: 1048c—d.

Cf. Tollefsen 2008: 45-46.

Philoponus, Contra Proclum 119; Philoponus, Against Proclus On the Eternity of the
World 6-8, translated in Share 2005: 13.

Philoponus, Contra Proclum 235; Share 2005: 82.

Philoponus, Contra Proclum 236; Share 2005: 83.

Diogenes Laertius 11, 7, Zeno 141, in Hicks’ translation (LCL) 244-245: “And that of
which the parts are perishable is perishable as a whole. Now the parts of the world are
perishable, seeing that they are transformed one into another. Therefore the world itself
is doomed to perish.”

Basil, Hex. 1.3, Giet 1968: 100; Way 1983: 7.

Sorabji 1987: 8, 30.

Cf. Sorabji 1987: 84.

Sorabji 2004: 348.

A relevant section from Philoponus’ In Phys. is translated in Sorabji 2004: 351-352.
God is implanting motive power into the cosmic building, cf. the text from Philoponus,
De opificio mundi translated in Sorabji 2004: 350.

Cf. the quotation from Proclus, /n Tim., in Sorabji 2004: 355.

We find these arguments both in his Contra Proclum and in Contra Aristotelem. For
a translation of the latter cf. John Philoponus, Against Aristotle on the Eternity of the
World, Wilberding 1987: 143146, fragment 132. Cf. the essentials of the argument
presented in Sorabji 2004: 179-180.
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49 Philoponus, Contra Proclum 552; Wilberding 2006: 62.

50 Philoponus, Contra Proclum 618-20; Wilberding 2006: 100-101.

51 Maximus, Car. 4.5, PG 90: 1048d.

52 Maximus, Amb. lo. 7, PG 91: 1077¢c. That the world is created out of nothing is often
considered to be a distinctive mark of Christian doctrine. However, one should com-
pare this claim with what Proclus says in his commentary /n Tim. 281; Runia and Share
2008: 132, where he also speaks of generation out of non-being (70 6¢ obt® yevnTOV
kai €k Tod pr| 6vtog gimoig av mpoiévar). The Christian doctrine of creation is charac-
terised by several additional claims, such as that there is a divine plan, that God creates
out of love, that the world has a temporal beginning.

53 Maximus, Amb. lo. 7, PG 91: 1081a—b; Constas 2014: 100-101.

54 Maximus, Amb. lo. 10, PG 91: 1176d-1188c; Constas 2014: 284-309.

55 Plato, Tim. 27d-28a.

56 Plato, Tim. 28bc.

57 Plato, Tim. 30a.

58 Maximus, Amb. lo. 10, PG 91: 1176d—1177b; Constas 2014: 285-287.

59 Maximus, Amb. lo. 10, PG 91: 1177a; Constas 2014: 285-287.

60 Maximus, Amb. lo. 10, PG 91: 1177b—1181a; Constas 2014: 289-295.

61 Philoponus, Contra Proclum 236; Share 2005: 83.

62 Plato, Tim. 30ab.

63 Basil, Hex. 2.2, 148; Way 1983: 24.

64 Proclus, In Tim. 398-399; Runia and Share 2008: 273-275. Cf. note 381.

65 Sorabji 2004: 69.

66 For a summary of positions, see Sorabji 2004: 79-95.

67 Athanasius, Contra Gentes and De Incarnatione, edited and translated in Thomson
1971: 138-139.
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because he was intent on explaining that the often confusing and multiple impres-
sions of the senses did not reveal the unity of the universe, for which the concept
of intelligible number provided him with helpful explanatory power in explaining
unity and multiplicity. As this subject came to be of less urgency to Augustine’s
concern, he also lost some of his interest in the philosophy of number.

Notes

1 Solignac 1958 discusses some possible sources for Augustine’s philosophy of number,
highlighting the works of Nicomachus of Gerasa, whose Introductio arithmetica had
been translated into Latin by Apuleius.
This is the argument in Augustine, Lib. arb. 2.
Horn 1994: 389-390.
Augustine, Conf. 4.13.20—4.15.27.
See for example Pseudo-Plutarch, De Homero 2.145.
Augustine, De ordine 1.2.3. Solignac 1957: 462463 proposes Enn. V1.9.8 and VL.5.5
as sources.
7 For a wider discussion on happiness in Augustine, I refer to Ekenberg’s chapter in this
volume.
8 Augustine, Ep. 3.2; Schaff 1995: 221.
9 The aesthetics of Augustine has been covered in a number of scholarly studies, for
example in Fontanier 2008.
10 Augustine, De musica 6.14.44 offers a powerful expression of this insight.
11 Augustine, De ordine 2.18.47-2.19.51.
12 While the issue is contested in scholarship, Hadot 2005 gives a convincing argument in
favour of a Neoplatonic background for the encyclopaedic project.
13 Horn 1994: 407—414 provides an overview of texts in which Augustine considers num-
ber after 391.
14 The date of composition for De libero arbitrio 2 is disputed. See du Roy 1966: 236—
238 for a discussion on the different dates of Augustine’s editorial work on the book.
15 For a comprehensive analysis of the philosophy of mind in De libero arbitrio 2, see
O’Daly 1987.
16 On the modifications of the ascents by degrees in Augustine’s career as a writer, see
van Fleteren 1974.
17 Augustine, Lib. arb. 2.11.30; King 2010: 54-55.
18 Augustine, Conf. 7.17.23.
19 This question is thoroughly discussed in Dobell 2009: 183—198.
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exemplarist tradition, his doctrine of the “/ogoi of being” (oi Adyor Tod givar)®
noting God to possess all the logoi of being prior to creation. Thus, despite New-
man’s suggestion that Platonism is to blame for Arius’ errors,’ it has been dem-
onstrated herein that it is not Platonism in fofo, but a specific form of Platonism
with a free-standing paradigm that can be traced to Arius — but this belief never
became orthodox Platonism.

The similarity demonstrated in this chapter is borne out of two monotheistic
“schools” of thought, each of which has a commitment to divine simplicity and
each of which appeals to God as causa exemplaris in order to justify creation
whilst still maintaining this commitment. From their shared monotheism, both
orthodox Christianity and Platonism maintain that the archetype of creation is
internal to the highest principle, not something over against the first principle: for
a paradigm that is independent of the creative principle would result in a “practi-
cal polytheism.” Accordingly, by embracing divine exemplarism in this manner,
these two “schools” of thought are able to understand the cosmos as a living
image of the divine. Not only this, but by standing firm in the claim that the world
is made as a reflection of the highest principle, both “schools” are able to claim
that this is the best possible world. Thus, this world of flux is bestowed intelligi-
bility and order by being held ever present in the divine mind.

Notes

1 E.g. Beierwaltes 2014.

2 Origen, C. Cels. 111.81.1-4: “Mn vnolafng 6¢ pe ovy appolovimg 1@ Xpiotiovdv Adyo
mapen@évar Tpog tov Kéloov o0 mepi Tiig dbavaciog 1 Thg Emdapoviig Tig Wwouxiic
euocoproavtas mpog obg kowd tva Eyovteg.” All translations are the author’s own.

3 Augustine, Civ. Dei 8.5: “Si ergo Plato Dei huius imitatorem cognitorem amatorem
dixit esse sapientem, cuius participatione sit beatus, quid opus est excutere ceteros?
Nulli nobis quam isti propius accesserunt.” Likewise, Simplicianus congratulates
Augustine on reading the Platonists and not falling into the writings of other philoso-
phers (cf. Augustine, Conf. VII1.2.3).

4 One can find the Christian Platonist agreement against materialism in Kenney 2016:

13. Also, Gerson makes the case for anti-materialism being a core tenet of Platonism in

his account of ‘Ur-Platonism’, in Gerson 2017: 10-11.

Heb 2:6; cf. Ps 8:5 (LXX).

Mt 10:30; Lk 12:7.

Plotinus, Enn. IV.3.5, 10: é&giypévar.

Plotinus, Enn. V.5.

Speusippus and Xenocrates maintained that the process described in the Timaeus was

both timeless and eternal, pointing to a more allegorical and less wooden reading. Most

Platonists, except for Plutarch and Atticus, followed this reading, see Dillon 1996: 7.

For more on this, see also Meijering 1968: 140.

10 As noted by Zeyl in his introduction to his translation, Zeyl 1997: 1225.

11 Plato, Tim. 17al-3: “ic, 5Vo, Tpeic: 6 82 &1 Tétaprog v, & @ite Tipoie, mod 6V xO&C
LEV BaLTVUOVOV, TO VOV 8€ E6TIOTOPOV”.

12 Plato, Tim. 48d6: “10 tdV gikdtwV d0ypa.” Burnyeat points out that English has lost the
link between “likely” and “likeness” and that it would perhaps be better to choose an
adjective such as “appropriate,” “fitting,” “fair,” “natural,” or “reasonable” as a transla-
tion of eikdg, cf. Burnyeat 2005: 146.

13 Plato, Tim. 55d5: “kozd tov gikdta Adyov.”
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Burnyeat 2005: 155-156. Burnyeat also notes the thrust behind Timaeus’ speech to be
the rationality that underlies all creation: “I conclude that the exegesis Timaeus will
offer is precisely an exegesis, explanation, exposition, or revelation of the rationality
embodied by the Maker in the cosmos he produced”; also note “In the Timaeus the Cre-
ator is presented in a human way: he sees certain things, he wants, and he does certain
things. The Timaeus is represented as a myth, therefore these expressions should not be
taken literally, but it is at least significant that Plato, when the Adyog fails and he takes
refuge in the pdOog, uses these personal categories”, Meijering 1968: 140.

Plato, Tim. 29a2-3: “ei pév on kahog €otv 6de O KOopog & e dNpovpyog ayadaog,
AoV &g mpog to didiov Eflemey.”

Plato, Tim. 37d1-2: “ka@dmep obv adtd TuyXdverl {Hov Gidov dv, kol TOde TO iy
oVtog €lg dSuvapuy neyeipnoe towodToV Amoterelv.”

Plato, Tim. 39¢6-9: “todto oM 10 KotdAowwov Amnpyaleto avtod mpoOg TV TOD
TAPASEIYILATOC AMOTLIOVIEVOC PVGLY. PEP ovY Vol vovoag idéag @ O oty {@ov,
olai t¢ &velot ko 8cat, kaopd, TolowTag Kai Tocavtog Stevordn Seiv kol 168e oyeiv.”
Plato, Tim. 37¢6-37d1: “mg d¢ ktvn0ev 0vTo Kol (DY Evoncey 1@V ddinv Bedv yeyovog
Gyodpo 6 yevwnoog matnp, 1y6obn 1€ kol edepavleic £t 61 pdiiov dpotov Tpog T
mapadetypo Emevonoey anepydoacOar.” Note the word-play here with dyaipo and
Ny&obn, the latter of these two coming from Gyapot.

Plato, Tim. 29¢1-3: “dyafdc Mv, ayadd S5& ovdeic mepl 00SEVOC 0VSEmoTe Eyyiyvetar
@B6vog: Tovtov & €KxTOg OV Tavta dtt pdhota EPovAnOn yevécBar mapamAncio
£o0T®.”

Plato, Tim. 42e7-8: “xai Aafovteg abavatov apynv Bvnrod {dov, pupovpevor Tov
GQETEPOV dNLOVPYOV.”

Plato, Tim. 37al-2: “t®v vontdv dei te Gviov Vo Tod dpioTov ApicTn yevouévn
[refers back to yoyn] T@v yevwnBévtwv.”

Plato, Tim. 37a.

Plato, Tim. 37al: “vontdv dei 1€ dvtaov.”

Plato, Tim. 29a3: “npog 10 Gidwov EPAemev.”

Plato, 7im. 37d1: “C@®ov didlov.”

Plato, Tim. 39¢7-8: “Jrep obv voic évovsag idéag @ O oty {Hov.”

It does not seem much of a stretch for one to move from “vodg évotvoag idéag” (Tim.
39¢) to “vonoig vonoewg vonois”, in Aristotle, Met. A, 9: 1074b 33-34.

Aristotle, De anima 111.4, 429a13—-18.

Dillon 1996: 141.

Philo, Opif. 16: “npolafov yap 6 Be0g Gte Bedg 6Tt pipnpa KaAdv ovK &v mote Yévorto
Siya kohoD Topadeiylatog 00dE Tl TOV aichnTtdv dvumaitiov, O un mpog GpxETuToV
Kol vonriv 16éav dngiovicdn, fovinbeic Tov Opatdv KOGHOV TovTOVi SnpovpyTicat
mpoe&eThmov TOV vonTodv, tva Ypduevog doopdte kol Oeosdeotdto tapadelypott TOv
COUATIKOV amepydontal, TPEGPUTEPOV VEDTEPOV ATEIKOVIGUM, TOGOVTO TEPLEEOVTA
aioOnta yévn doamep év €xeive vontd.”

The claim of Philo “tocadta mepiééovta aicOnta yévn doanep v ékeive vontd”
(Philo, Opif. 16), reminds the reader of Plato, Tim. 39¢8-9: “oiai 1€ &velot kai doa,
kaBopd, TolTag kol Tocavtag Stevonn detv kal tdde oyelv.”

Louth 2007: 17.

Wolfson 1947: 193.

Philo, Opif: 20: “ka@dmep ovv 1) &v 16 ApYITEKTOVIKG TPodoTLRMOEIG TOMC Ydpav
8KTOC 0VK £lygv, GA’ vesppdytoto Tij ToD Teyvitov Yoy, TV adtov Tpdmov 0vd’ 6 &k
TV 10edV KOopOG dAAOV dv Exot TOTOV 1j TOV Bglov Adyov TOV ToDTA dloKOGUNoAVTA.”
Philo, Opif. 6.25; Philo, Migr. 18.103; Cf. Wolfson 1947: 204 and 233; this mind is also
the basis of the human mind, cf. Philo, Opif. 69.

Philo, Opif. 16: “BovAnbeig OV 0poTOV KOGLOV TOVTOVL dnuiovpyijoat, Tpoe&eTdmov
1OV vontév”; Opif. 29: “TIp@dtov obv O MoIdV émoincey OVPAVOV AGHUATOV Koi Yijv
adpatov, kol a€pog idéav, kal kevod.” Both of these citations point very clearly to
God’s creation of the intelligible world.
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Cf. Dillon 1996: 367; “Even those Platonists who do not adopt a distinction between
two gods (Supreme God and Demiurge), such as Philo, Plutarch or Atticus, make a
strong distinction between God and his Logos, which amounts to very much the same
thing.”

Philo, Leg. All. 111.33; Immut. 24.

Williams 1987: 122.

Clement, Str: IV.25.155.2: “gik6tmg ovv kai ITAatov 1OV 1V 18edv BempnTikdy Oedv
v avBpamoig {oecBai pnot: vodg 58 xdpa idedv, volg 88 6 B£dC. TOV <0bV> GoplTo
0e0D Bewpnticov Beov v avBpamorg (dvta eipnkey.”

Clement, Str: V.14.39.3.

Clement, Str: V.14.93.5-94.4: “xai €&v pév i} povadt cuviotnotv ovpovOV AOpATOV
Kol yijv aewi] kol edS vontov: «&v apyii» Yap enotv «Emoinoev 6 Bedg TOV ovpavov Kol
TV ViV 1 88 i v GOpaToc.» &1t EMEPEL: «koil eimev 6 BgdC YevnOTO O&MC: Kol
€yéveto O@G.» &v 8¢ Tij koopoyovig Tf] aicbnti] otepedv obpavov dnuovpyel (to 6
o1epEdV aiotnTov) Yiv te Opaty kai edg BAemduevov. dp’ ov Sokel cot dviedfev 6
Miarev {pov idog &v 1@ vonT@ droleinely KOGU® Kol T (01 T0 aicOnTd KoTd Yévn
dnpovpyeiv o vonta, ikdTmg Gpa €k Yiig pev T0 odpa Stomhdtrecbon Aéyet 6 Movatig,
0 yMwov enow 6 ITAdtev okijvog, yoynv 8¢ Tv Aoyiknyv dvmbev éumvevcsdijval vrod
0D Ogod &ig Tpdowmov. Evtadba yap TO NyepoviKov idpdchat Aéyovot, TV did TOV
aioOnpiov éncicodov Tijg Yoyfig €nl t0d mpwTonAdotov [gicodov] épunvedovtec.”
This translation assumes Clement’s use of éneicodov mentioned in the last sentence
of this citation is resuming the theme of watchfulness (QuAaxiig [Str: V.14.93.3]),
addressed in the last sentence of the section immediately preceding it in the treatise.
Here, by noting the interpretation of that which enters the soul, Clement appears to
be resuming his theme of watchfulness in preparation for his next section, which is
more clearly about anthropology, where he will tie image and likeness language from
Genesis to Adyog and vodg. Accordingly, this passage can be seen as doing a great
deal of philosophical and anthropological work. Philosophically, Clement can be seen
as using the divine mind as justification for the existence of human mind, a point
made by Philo (Opif. 69). Anthropologically, Clement’s appeal to the “first formed”
seems to be a discussion of the inner-man, placing him squarely in line with Philo’s
account of double creation (Opif. 134). Origen, likewise, can be seen as an inheritor of
this doctrine (Hom. in Gen. 1.2; C. Cels. V1.63; Dial. Her. 11.19-20). Moreover, this
paragraph makes very clear that the fjyepovikév oversees that which enters one’s soul,
establishing it as a faculty that is concerned with the use of pavtacia. Thus, it appears
that the nyepovikov could be equated with the rational soul breathed into man by God;
because of this, the nyspovikov’s judgement of pavtacio suggests that its governing
role extends to the soul’s lowest capacities, granting rationality to the whole soul.
Origen, Comm. in Io. 1.19.114-116: “Oipon yap, HGomep KoTd TOVS APYITELTOVIKODG
TOmOVG oikodopeltat 1 Textaiveton oikio kol vadg, apynv Tig oikiog kol Tfig vemg
ExOvVI@V TOVG &V T@ TEYViTN TOMOVG Kol ADYous, oUT® TO GVUTAVTO YEYOVEVAL KT
T0VG &V Tf] c0¢ig TpoTpavmbivtag Vo Beod 1@V Ecopévav Adyovs: «Ildvta yap &v
cooiq énoinoe». Kai Aektéov 611 kticag, v’ obtog einm, Epyvyov coeiav 0 0gdc, avti
SMETPEYEY AMO TAV £V odT] TOM@V Toi ovot kai Tfj BAN <mopocyely ko> v TAdcy
Kad TéL £10m, 8y0 88 Epiommt &l kol Tag odoiog. OV yohendy udv odv maydTepoV eineiv
Apyiv TV vV elvar TOV LIV ToD 050D, Aéyovta: « Eyd sipi 1 dpyn kai 10 Téhog, 10 A
Kol 10 Q, 6 Tp@dTog Kai 6 Eoyatoc.» Avaykaiov 8¢ gidévar dti oV katd Tdv O oOvopdletat
apyn éotwv anvtde.”

Origen, Hom. in Gen. 1.1; PG 12: 145c¢: “Non ergo hic temporale aliquod principium
dicit: sed in principio, id est in Salvatore factum esse dicit coelum et terram, et omnia
quae facta sunt.”

Origen, Princ.1.2.2; PG 11: 131b.

John 17:14, 16.

Origen, Princ. 11.3.6; PG 11: 195ab: “Cujus mundi difficilem nobis esse expositionem
idcirco praediximus, ne forte praebeatur aliquibus occasio illius intelligentize, qua putent
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nos imagines quasdam quas Graeci idé0¢ nominant, affirmare: quod utique a nostris
alienum est, mundem incorporeum dicere, in sola mentis phantasia vel cogitationum
lubrico consistentem.”

Origen, Princ. 11.3.6; PG 11: 194b: “Quod enim Latine mundum dicimus, Graece
koopog appellatur.”

Crouzel and Simonetti 1978: 150, n. 30 (comment on Origen, Princ. 11.3), are happy to
follow Wolfson 1956: 270, who suggests that this assertion goes back to Origen and is
not the hand of Rufinus. Crouzel and Simonetti note, “Le terme idea a été introduit en
latin par Sénéque, alors que Cicéron traduisait idéa par forma ou species.” It is curious,
however, that imagines is the Latin used to translate i0éag, as imagines can be taken
as a direct translation, rather than an explanation. There is an understandable motive
behind the desire to attribute this claim to Origen, as it would distance him from claims
that he is simply a Platonist. Yet, it would appear that what is going on in this passage
is not a denial of the divine ideas, but a particular understanding thereof. Moreover,
it is not clear what the Greek would be behind this, if this is not taken as a Rufinian
translation — is one seriously to believe that Origen is writing “the eik6veg, which the
Greeks call idéag,” as most modern translations seem to suggest? Or, alternatively,
were the underlying Greek @ovtaciog, one would be right to raise the question as to
why Rufinus did not translate such a term with phantasias here, when this appears to
be what he does in the following sentence.

Origen, Comm. in Matt. XIV.9; PG 13:1203b: “t0 8¢ dAn0g ovy obtwg Exel. aOpdmC
vap, BovAndeic 6 0gdg dvappiricon v Taig vty pvApog (VrEp 100 EKaoToV TOV
idlov cvvoisOnBfvar kpeitTov 1j xelpov mempaypévmv) Tavta td Toap’ GAov Tov pdvov
yeyevnuéva £kGot®, momoat dv duvvapel apdtm. od yop domep Muels BovAduevol
VIOUVNGIV TIVeV TTotfjoot dedpeda xpovov diapikodg Tpog T dié&odov TV HE’ MUV
Aeyopédvov Kol Qepoviov &i¢ avapvnoty dv Povidouebo dvopvijcal, obtog 6 Bgdg
BovAnbeig nudg vropvijoat TV &v 1@ Pim ToVTO TETPOYHEVOY.”

Origen, C. Cels. V1.64.25-28: “Znmtéov 8¢ Kai, €l odciav HEv 0VGIAV AeKTEOV Kol
idéav ide®dV kal apymnV TOV LOVOYEVT] Kol TPMTOTOKOV «TAGNG KTIGEWG EMEKEVA O
TAvIOV T00TOV TOV ToTépa avTod Kai Beov”’; cf. Philo, Opif. 6.2; Migr. 18.103.
Origen, C. Cels. IV.54.11-16.

“If, as we have seen, the Demiurge — and the World Soul — are identified by Antiochus
with the Stoic Pneuma-Logos, there is nothing left for the Paradigm of the Timaeus to
be but the content of the intellect of the Logos, the sum-total of his logoi spermatikoli,
on the pattern of which the physical world is constructed. Now by agreement among
all later Platonists, the Paradigm of the Timaeus was nothing but the sum total of the
Ideas, which are given no place as such in the Timeaus. The logoi spermatikoi of the
Logos thus inevitably become for Antiochus the Ideas in their ‘transcendent’ or ‘objec-
tive’ aspect. A suitable home has been found for them; they may now be termed ‘the
thoughts of God’.” Cf. Dillon 1996: 95.

Based on the fact that Proclus, too, holds a version of this position (/n Tim.
232.21).

Proclus reports Plotinus’ interlocutor, Longinus’, belief that the Paradigm is poste-
rior to the Demiurge (In Tim. 322.24), a position most likely developed in Longinus’
“On First Principles,” based on Porphyry’s report, in Porphyry, Vit. Pl XIV.18-20:
“Avayvocbéviog 6¢ avTd T00 1€ «Ilepi apydv» Aoyyivov kol tod «Dihapyaiovy,
«PILOAOYOG PEV,» EQN, «O Aoyyivog, PLOc00G 8¢ 00daudey.”; for more on Longinus,
see Patillon and Brisson 2002.

Plotinus, Enn. V.5.1, 3—4: “3¢l dpa avtov del gidévor kot pund’ dv émiadécbon moté.”
Plotinus, Enn. V.5.1, 17-21: “16 1€ ywwokduevov U aichfoemg t0d mpdyporog
eldmAoV €0t kai ovK avTo TO TPayua 1 aictnoig Aapupdver péver yap ékeivo Ew. ‘O
oM volc YIVOOK®OV Kol TO VONTA YIVOOK®V, &l pev €tepa dvta YIvAoKeEL, TS HEV GV
ouvvtvyot avtoig;”

Plotinus is very clear on the reflective nature of mind: “S&i tiv Oempiov TanToV glvar
¢ BswpnT, Kai TOV Vodv TodToV givol 1@ vontd” (Enn. V.3.5, 23); “&v épa obto
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vodg Kol T0 vontov kol 10 6v kol mpdtov dv TodTo Kai dn Kol TpdTog vodg T dvta
Exov, pddlov 8¢ 6 avtog Toic 0bowv” (Enn. V.3.5, 26-29); “&v &po névta otat, vodc,
vonotg, 0 vontov” (Enn. V.3.5, 43-44); “adtog [vodg] dpa avtov voroet” (Enn. V.3.5,
45-46); “vobg yap kol vonoig &v” (Enn. V.3.6, 8); “Eavtov dpa vodv obTm Tpog avtd
Kol €ig €avtov” (Enn. V.3.7, 19-20).

Plotinus, Enn. V.5.1, 14-15: “aA)’ év 10ig ndBectv Eyet Tv dokodoav HIOGTACY Kol
vod Oel ] drovoiag TdV Kkpvovuvtov.”

E.g. Plotinus, Enn. IV.3.5, 10.

Plotinus, Enn. V.5.9, 24-26: “®ote 6Aov mavtoyod ovdevog [£vog] €yovtog adto ovd’
av pny govrog: éxopévov dpa 6tovodv”; Proclus, likewise, has a “holism” (EL theol.,
prop. 52).

This term is coined to express the way in which vodg simultaneously thinks all things,
cf. Emilsson 2007: 199-207. This notion ultimately means that there is no potency in
the intellect: “all the intelligibles are fully whatever they are”, cf. ibid.: 154.

See Enn. 111.8 for a full explanation of the way in which contemplation grounds and is
present in being; one might, likewise, consider Proclus’ claim that that which is partici-
pated is present to its participant (EL theol. prop. 81).

Plotinus, Enn. 111.2.1.21-22.

Origen, Comm. in lo. 32.350: “Ont® 0¢ €i &veotv do&ucOijvar Tov 0oV Topd TO
do&alecbor v vid, B¢ dmodedwkopev, pelldovog avtov &v avtd dofaldpevov,
Ote v 1] €0vToD YvOUEVOG TTEPLOTT, €Ml Tf] £0vTOD Yvdoet Kol Tf] £avtod Bempiq,
obon peilovt <tijc> &v Vi@ Beswpiog, dg €mi Ogod yp1 voelv ta TotadTo, Selv Adyev
6t gvppaivetar GeoTOV TIVOL EDOPESTNOLY Kol EDPPOCHVIV Kol xapav, £0° Eovtd”.
towodto in the second to last clause is being taken adverbally; compare with Heine
who translates, “because we must think such things in the case of God,” cf. Heine
1993: 408.

E.g. John of Damascus, De Fide Orthodoxa 1.8: “uia yap ovecia, pio dyafotmg, pio
dvvapg, pia 0éAnoig, pia évépyela, pio ééovoioa, pio kol 1 avTn 0O Tpeig dpotot
GAA AL, GAAG pia Kol 1) adTh Kiviiolg T@V TpLdV DIT0GTAGE®MY.”

Stead notes that there is a substantial difference between Father and Son when he notes
that, in Platonic fashion, Origen holds the Son as the one-many to the Father’s status
as one, cf. Stead 1977: 107. Also, consider what Stead says elsewhere, when he notes
that, “Origen takes John 14:6, ‘I am . . . the truth’ as a basis for entitling Jesus 1 tig
aAnOeiog ovoia, possibly ‘the essence of truth’ (C. Cels. VIII.12, cf. VIL.16); here the
Son, as truth, is contrasted with the Father of truth; and ‘truth’ no doubt has its rather
specialised Platonic sense of ideal and eternal reality (. . .). In another passage Origen
suggests that the Son may be compared, not to the Idea of truth, but to the Idea of the
Good itself, which is the source of the being and value of all the other Ideas; while the
Father is still further exalted.” Cf. Stead 1977: 152.

Origen, Comm. in lo. 20.157.

Stead 1977: 152.

Bright 1884: 259: ““Hyovv Tpidg o1t 86&aig ovy Opoiong.”

Bright 1884: 259-260: “Eévog tob Yiod ko1’ ovsiav o [atnp, 6T1 dvapyog Drdpyet.”
Bright 1884: 260: “Avtd¢ yap 6 Yidg v £0mtod odoiay odk oidev.”

Williams 1987: 7; cf. Von Harnack 1901: 45.

Philo, Opif. 6.25; Migr. 18.103; Origen, C. Cels. V1.64.

Nonoig vonoewg vonoig (Aristotle, Met. A, 9: 1074b34-35).

Williams 1987: 231.

Williams 1987: 7; cf. Von Harnack 1901: 40, especially 43.

Athanasius, C. Ar. 11, 5.2-3: “611 momt1|g OV 0 0£0¢ £xel Kol TOV dNOVPYIKOV Adyov
ovk £Embev, AAL’ dov €avtod-” Origen also identifies the dnpovpykog Adyog with
God’s creative aspect; Origen, is, however, explicit that this Logos is the Son of God (6
10D Bg0d vidg Aoyog gipntan) (Origen, Frag. in Ev. lo. 1, 66-68).



79

80

81

83

84
85
86
87
88

89

90

91

93

94

95
96

The impact of the Ouoodorov 147

Anatolios Khaled gives a thorough treatment of this distinction in Khaled 1998:
100-109. E.g. “the Son is ‘proper to’ (id10¢c) the Father, while all of creation is
‘external to’ or ‘from outside’ (éxtdg, E£@Oev) the Father,” cf. Khaled 1998: 102.
For other examples of this in Athanasius, see C. Ar. 1, 15-16; C. 4Ar. 11, 57; C. Ar. 111,
1; C. Gent. 46-47.

Athanasius, C. 4r. 11, 82.1, 1-5: “pia yap yvdo1g motpog S’ viod €ott kai viod Topd
TOTPOG Kol yaipel To0T® O mathp Kol T yopd TovTy evPpaivetal £v T@ ToTpl O VIOG
(...) tadta 8¢ Seiicvuot A 1) Elvar TOV VIOV GALOTPLOV, GAL iS10V THC TOD TaTPdg
ovoiog.” Note how Athanasius has the Father and Son sharing in the same edppocivn
and yapd, varying from Origen’s earlier claim, in Comm. in lo. XXXII.350, “d&iv
Aéyewv 6t gd@paiveTar Geatdov Tve gDaPESTNOY Kol €DOPOCVHVIY Kol yapav, ¢’
£a0T@.”

John 1:14.

Athanasius, Decr: 22: “tadtov yap fyfoavto 10 Aéyew €k Tod 00D kai T0 Aéyew €K Tiig
ovoiag tod 00D elvar TOV Adyov, nel kai 10 080, kabd mpoeinoy, 008V Etepov § TV
ovoiav adtod Tod dvTog onpaivel. i pEV oby pny €k Tod Beod oTv 6 AdYOC, MG GV £in
V10G PVoEL YVIO10G €K TaTpOc, AL’ (G T Kticpata S To dednpuovpyiicBot Aéyetat
Kol a0Tog OG T0 Tavta €k Tod Beod, ovte €k Tiig oVoiag €0l TOD TUTPOG 0UTE AVTOG O
V10¢ KOT’ oVoiav £0Tiv VIOG, AN’ €& ApeTi|g, G MIETS 01 KaTd Yaptv Kolovpevol vioi. &
8¢ éx 10D Be0D €611 LOVOG (OC VIO YViGIOC, homep 0OV Kol 611, AgyBein dv eikdTOC Kai
€K TG ovciag Tod Bgod 0 vidg.”

Athanasius, Syn. 35: “g080¢ &’ obv Empépst «kai €ig kptog Tncodc Xpiotdc, 1 ob td
wavToy, tvo TdV mavtov EEGpn TOV vIOV. Ta Yop ‘ék ToD Beod’ Aeydueva mavta tadta
31’ viod yéyove kai ovy 0l6v T& OUOioY EYEV Té SnUoLPYOVUEVH TG SMUoLPYODVTL
THV yéveoy, kai fvo 10 ‘€k 10D 050D’ Aeydpevov Bde BAADC £l TMV TOUUATOVY 0DTO
onuaivesBot 3186EN, 1 dg €nl viod Aeyodpevov vogital.”

See n. 74.

Meijering 1968: 12.

Irenaeus, Adversus haereses 11, 6.3; 11, 3.1; 11, 20.1; 11, 20.2; 1V, 34.1.

Irenaeus, Adversus haereses 11, 42.2.

Athanasius, C. Gent. 111.8-9: “kai @g €v idloig dratdpevor, gig avtd®v Embopiav Enecav,
td b TpoTiuioavtes Thg mpog Ta Ol Bewpiag.” vontd understood as implied by td
O¢la, as it is used in this sense elsewhere in this passage.

Athanasius, C. Gent. 11.15-18: “o0dev yop &xov €umddiov eig v mepl tod Ogiov
yvdow, Oeopel pev det S thg avtod kabapdtntog v tod [Matpdg ikdva, Tov Ogdv
Abyov, o0 ko kot eikdva yéyovey.”

Athanasius, C. Gent. 11.29-31: “Aéyovctv ai igpal Ypapoi Kot THv apyIv AVeTooyOvVIQ®
mappnoie Tov vodv Eoynkéval mpog tov Oedv, kol cuvdiartdodat toig dyiog &v i) TdV
vontdv Beopig.”

Origen, Princ. 11.8.2-4.

Athanasius, C. Gent. II: “Ongpeknintretar 6¢ Kotovodv TV S’ avtod &ig T0 mav
Tpdvolay, VTEPAV® HEV TOV aicONTAV Kol TAoG COUATIKTG PavTaciag YvOLEVOGS,
TPOG O¢ T, £V 0Vpavoic Oglo vontd Tf) duvdpel Tod vod cuvartopevos.”

Athanasius, Inc. VIIL1: “O08&v yap adtod kevov DmoAéleuntal Tiig KTioems HéPOG:
TavTo 6 St TAVTOV TEMAPOKEV aDTOS GLVAOV Td Eovtod [Tatpi.”

Such a vision is made explicit by Proclus when he notes, “ndco émiotpon o1 @V
adtdv, 81 OV Kai 1) Tpdodoc” as the conclusion of EL theol. prop. 38, a reversion that
is only made possible on the basis of likeness to that to which the reversion is directed.
In the above instance, in a manner similar to what Proclus will later establish, one’s
ability to discern such Logos-based providence is instigated by one’s being made after
the image of the Logos (Athanasius, C. Gent. II).

Maximus, Amb. lo. 7; for more see Tollefsen 2008: 21 and Torénen 2007: 128.
Newman 1871: 6.



148  Daniel J. Tolan
Bibliography

Primary sources

a. Editions

Armstrong, Arthur Hilary (ed. and trans.) (1966). “Porphyry, Vita Plotini.” In Plotinus,
Enneads. LCL. Vol. 1. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Blanc, Cécile (ed.) (1966—-1992). Origene, Commentaire sur saint Jean. SC 120-157-222—
290-385. Paris: Le Cerf.

Borret, Marcel (ed. and trans.) (2005). Origene, Contre Celse. SC 132—136—147—150. Paris:
Le Cerf.

Bright, William (ed.) (1884). Athanasius, the Orations of St. Athanasius against the Arians
According to the Benedictine Text. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Burnet, James (ed.) (1902/1968). Platonis Opera. Vol. 4. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Cohn, Leopold (ed.) (1896/1962a). “Philo of Alexandria, De Opificio Mundi.” In Philonis
Alexandrini opera quae supersunt. Vol. 1, 1-60. Berlin: Reimer/De Gruyter.

(ed.) (1896/1962b). “Philo of Alexandria, Legum allegoriarum libri i-iii.” In Philo-
nis Alexandrini opera quae supersunt. Vol. 1, 61-169. Berlin: Reimer/De Gruyter.

Crouzel, Henri and Manlio Simonetti (eds. and trans.) (1978-1984). Origene, De princi-
piis. SC 252-253-268-269-312. Paris: Le Cerf.

Diehl, Ernst (ed.) (1903—1906). Procli Diadochi In Platonis Timaeum Commentaria. 3 Vols.
Leipzig: Teubner.

Dodds, Eric R. (ed.) (1963). Proclus, Elements of Theology. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Friichtel, Ludwig and Ursula Treu (eds.) (1985). Clement of Alexandria, Clemens Alexand-
rinus, Stromata. Band 2, Buch I-VI. GCS 52. Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter.

Harvey, William Wigan (ed.) (1857). Irenaeus, Sancti Irenaei episcopi Lugdunensis libri
quinque adversus haereses. Vol. 1. Cantabrigiae: Typis Academicis.

Henry, Paul and Hans-Rudolf Schwyzer (eds.) (1964). Plotini Opera (editio minor). Vols.
1-3. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Migne, Jacques-Paul (ed.) (1857-1886a). John Damascene, De Fide Orthodoxa. PG. Vol.
94, 790-1226. Paris: Imprimerie Catholique.

(ed.) (1857-1886b). Maximus the Confessor, Ambigua to John 7. PG. Vol. 91,

1092-1110. Paris: Imprimerie Catholique.

(ed.) (1857-1886¢). Origen, Commentary on Matthew. PG. Vol. 13, 829-1800.

Paris: Imprimerie Catholique.

(ed.) (1857-1886d). Origen, Homilies on Genesis. PG. Vol. 12, 145-280. Paris:
Imprimerie Catholique.

O’Donnell, James Joseph (ed.) (1992). Augustine, Confessions. Vol. 1. Oxford: Clarendon
Press.

Opitz, Hans Georg (ed.) (1940a). Athanasius, ‘De decretis Nicaenae synodi’. Athanasius
Werke. Vol. 2.1. Berlin: De Gruyter.

(ed.) (1940b). Athanasius, De synodis Arimini in Italia et Seleuciae in Isauria.
Athanasius Werke. Vol. 2.1. Berlin: De Gruyter.

Preuschen, Erwin (ed.) (1903). Origenes, ‘Fragmenta in evangelium Joannis (in catenis)’,
Origenes Werke. GCS 10. Vol. 4, 483-574. Leipzig: Hinrichs.

Ross, William D. (ed.) (1928). 4ristotle, Metaphysica. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

(ed.) (1961/1967). Aristotle, De anima. Oxford: Clarendon Press.




The impact of the Ouoodorov 149

Rousseau, Adelin, Bertrand Hemmerdinger, Louis Doutreleau and Charles Mercier (eds.
and trans.) (1965). Irénée de Lyon, Contre les hérésies. SC 100. Livre 4. Vol. 2. Paris:
Le Cerf.

Scherer, Jean (ed.) (1960). Entretien d’ Origéne avec Héraclide. Sources Chrétiennes 67.
Paris: Le Cerf.

Thomson, Robert W. (ed. and trans.) (1971). Athanasius, Contra Gentes and De Incarnatione.
Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Wendland, Paul (ed.) (1897/1962a). “Philo of Alexandria, De Migratione Abrahami.” In
Philonis Alexandrini opera quae supersunt. Vol. 2, 268-314. Berlin: Reimer/De Gruyter.

(ed.) (1897/1962b). “Philo of Alexandria, Quod Deus sit Immutabilis.” In Philonis
Alexandrini opera quae supersunt. Vol. 2, 56-94. Berlin: Reimer/De Gruyter.

Wiesen, David S. (ed.) (1968). Augustine, the City of God against the Pagans: In Seven
Volumes. LCL. Vol. 3. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

b. Translations

Heine, Ronald E. (trans.) (1993). Origen, Commentary on the Gospel According to John:
Books 13-32. Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press.

Scholarly literature

Beierwaltes, Werner (2014). Platonismus im Christentum. Frankfurt am Main: Klostermann.

Burnyeat, Myles F. (2005). “EIKQX MY®OZX.” Rhizai: A Journal for Ancient Philosophy
and Science 2.1: 143-165.

Crouzel, Henri and Manlio Simonetti (1978). Traité Des Principes. Tome 2. Paris: Le Cerf.

Dillon, John M. (1996). The Middle Platonists: A Study of Platonism, 80 B.C. to A.D. 220.
London: Duckworth.

Emilsson, Eyjolfur Kjalar (2007). Plotinus on Intellect. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Gerson, Lloyd P. (2017). From Plato to Platonism. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Kenney, John P. (2016). ““None Come Closer to Us Than These’: Augustine and the Pla-
tonists.” Religions 7.9, 114: 1-16.

Khaled, Anatolios (1998). Athanasius: The Coherence of His Thought. London: Routledge.

Louth, Andrew (2007). The Origins of the Christian Mystical Tradition: From Plato to
Denys. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Meijering, Eginhard P. (1968). Orthodoxy and Platonism in Athanasius: Synthesis or Antith-
esis? Leiden: Brill.

Newman, John Henry (1871). The Arians of the Fourth Century. 3rd edition. London: E.
Lumley.

Patillon, Michel and Luc Brisson (eds.) (2002). Longin, Fragments — Rufus, Art Rhétorique.
Paris: Les Belles Letters.

Stead, Christopher (1977). Divine Substance. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Tollefsen, Torstein Theodor (2008). The Christocentric Cosmology of St Maximus the Con-
fessor. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Toronen, Melchisedec (2007). Union and Distinction in the Thought of St Maximus the
Confessor. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Von Harnack, Adolf (1901). History of Dogma. Vol. 3, trans. Neil Buchanan. Boston: Lit-
tle, Brown and Co.



150 Daniel J. Tolan

Williams, Rowan (1987). Arius: Heresy and Tradition. Cambridge, UK: Eerdmans.
Wolfson, Harry Austryn (1947). Philo: Foundations of Religious Philosophy in Judaism,

Christianity, and Islam. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
(1956). The Philosophy of the Church Fathers. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Univer-

sity Press.
Zeyl, Donald J. (1997). “Introduction to Timaeus.” In Plato Complete Works, ed. John M.

Cooper and Douglas S. Hutchinson. Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Co.



170  Panagiotis G. Pavlos

universe, and the natural cosmos indeed, is a dynamic universe in movement
towards an infinite reality that is theurgically established and constantly fulfilled.
Thus, nature and all material and natural symbols are not merely synthémata to be
intellectually conceived in order to facilitate a certain change of the psychological
status; they are imprints of an ongoing ontological innovation and enrichment of
the entire creation, of all particulars and universals. Dionysian theurgy aims pre-
cisely at the salvation of man and the entire creation. As such, it has “no parallel in
the theurgy of Proclus or Late Neoplatonism in general.”'?? This novelty certainly
goes far beyond the (humanly governed) institutional capacities of any Church.!?3
Besides, one should not forget that it was precisely the “institutional church” of
those times that rejected and crucified Him Who is the source of the Church, the
source of Dionysian theurgy.

Notes

1 Parts of this chapter were initially prepared for the International Workshop Diony-
sius Areopagita Christianus: Approaches to the Reception and Reconstruction of the
Christian “Tradition” in the Areopagitic Writings, at the University of Athens (Feb-
ruary 2017). An improved and enriched version was presented at the 15th Annual
Conference of the International Society for Neoplatonic Studies, in Olomouc, Czech
Republic (June 2017). I wish to thank the organisers of the Workshop in Athens,
Georgios Arabatzis and Dimitrios Pallis, for the invitation. My gratitude extends in
particular to John Finamore and the ISNS Conference Committee for accepting the
final paper and offering a grant for its presentation. Lloyd P. Gerson commented on
an earlier version of the chapter. With Dylan Burns and Crystal Addey we had fruitful
discussions during the ISNS Conference. Dimitrios A. Vasilakis and Christian Bull
offered me several valuable insights. The series editors, Mark Edwards and Lewis
Ayres, supplied me with substantial comments. I am grateful to all of them. Finally, I
wish to particularly express my gratitude to my co-editors and supervisors of my doc-
toral dissertation, Torstein Theodor Tollefsen and Eyjolfur Kjalar Emilsson, for their
encouragement, continuous inspireful support and friendship, and to Lars Fredrik
Janby for our intensive collaboration.

2 Dionysius, EH 1.1; PG 3: 372a.

3 Cf. Vanneste 1959; Saffrey 1966; Saffrey 1982; Sorabji 1990; Shaw 1999; Dillon
2014. See also the famous dictum of Anders Nygren (Agape and Eros) who built upon
Martin Luther and said about the Areopagite that “the fundamental Neoplatonism is
but scantily covered with an exceedingly thin Christian veneer.” For this quotation
from Nygren and other interesting remarks on his view of Dionysius as “platonising”
rather than “christianising,” see Golitzin 1999: 131-133.

4 Indeed, the literature is growing. I simply refer, in a comparative mode, to the overall
placement of Dionysian studies with regards to the sum of studies on Neoplatonism.

5 For instance, Dillon 2014: 111-112. For a collection of central studies on this issue,
see Burns 2004: 111, n. 1. To my knowledge, the most recent work focusing on
theurgy in the pagan world is the detailed study of Crystal Addey Divination and
Theurgy in Neoplatonism: Oracles of the Gods, cf. Addey 2014, which contains a rich
bibliography on Neoplatonic theurgy.

6 Burns holds the view that “it is only by examining Proclus’ practice beyond his trea-
tises, in their sociohistorical context, that Pseudo-Dionysius’ reasons for changing the
Iamblicho-Proclean theurgic model become clear,” cf. Burns 2004: 113.

7 Sorabji 1990: 11-12.

8 This reflects Shaw’s conclusive argument, in Shaw 1999: 598-599.
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Andrew Louth has made some very clear points with regard to Dionysius’ originality
in relation to Neoplatonism, in Louth 1989: 84-87. See also Florovsky 1987: 204-229
and Golitzin 1999. Vasilakis espouses this view in his chapter On the Meaning of Hier-
archy in Dionysius the Areopagite, in the present volume.

Dionysius, Ep. 9.1, Heil and Ritter 1991: 198.3-5; PG 3: 1108a. This is nothing other
than the Last Supper offered by Christ to His disciples, shortly before the betrayal and
the Passion.

Dionysius, Ep. 4, Heil and Ritter 1991: 161.5-10; PG 3: 1072c.

This has been noticed by the Dionysian scholarship more than a century ago, with
the studies of Hugo Koch and Josef Stiglmayr, cf. Perczel 2000: 491. See also, Louth
1986: 432; Louth 1989: 81; Golitzin 1999: 133—134, and Dillon 2014: 112.

John Rist has something interesting to say about how Dionysius uses Neoplatonic
language in a different conceptual orientation, in Rist 2010: 245-246.

Vladimir Lossky moves even further, when he notes that “we must not imagine that
Christian and pagans lived in water-tight compartments, especially in Alexandria
where both participated in the same culture, in the same intellectual life,” cf. Lossky
1983: 67. Lossky regards the community of language and the common methodology
as two aspects of the natural kinship of the same cultural tradition shared by both
the pagan and Christian contemplatives of Alexandria (ibid.: 68). So, by speaking
of “different orientation of the use of a common language,” I refer to what Lossky
points out as “different religious frameworks of the same thems of Hellenistic spiri-
tuality,” (cf. ibid.: 67).

Cf. ibid.: 121-122.

1 Cor 9:20-22: “kai &yevounv toig Tovdaiolg m¢ Tovdaioc, iva Tovdaiovg kepdnow:
701G V7O VOOV MG VIO VOOV, Tva TOVG VIO VOUOV KEPONO®: (. . .) TOTG TAGL YEyova Ta
mhvta, tva Tavimg Tvilg cdow.” Most of the translations use the verb “win” to render
“kepdnow.” I think the “to bring with me” is a better rendition. I very much agree with
Dimitrios A. Vasilakis, who comments, in this respect of the relation of the unknown
author of the CD with St Paul that “historical fiction is different to spiritual indebted-
ness.” Cf. Vasilakis’ chapter in this volume, n. 44.

Plato, Epinomis 987de: “AaPopev 6¢ og dtunep av ol "EAAnveg BapPapwv taporifwat,
KaAov Todto €ig téhog dnepyalovtal.” Although Epinomis is labelled as a spurious
work (Diogenes Laertius (Plato, I11.37, and 46) registers that some people say that the
author of the Epinomis was Plato’s disciple Philippus of Opus). In any case, I find this
passage perfectly illustrating Plato’s own method and practice.

I personally prefer such an interpretative possibility for a productive synthesis in Dio-
nysius; it goes beyond a rather superficial view and “comparison” of the Christian and
Platonist tradition in terms of superiority of the former, as asserted in Wear and Dillon
2007: 12. Besides, this attitude is not exclusively Dionysian. It is already present in
the thought and the works of St Basil the Great.

Acts 17:23: “(. . .) Siepydpevog yép kol dvodewpdv To cefdopata DUV £0pov Kai
Bouov &v @ dneyéypanto, dyviote 0ed. v odv dyvoodvieg evoePeite, Todtov &y®d
KOTOYYEAMA® Dpiv.”

Cf. Dionysius, CH 1V.1, Heil and Ritter 1991: 20.9-11; PG 3: 177c. Although one
might have wished to have a more explicit statement by Dionysius on the creatio
ex nihilo of the cosmos, I think it is safe to admit that, even in an implicit man-
ner, the Areopagite adheres to the creation of the cosmos by God out of nothing.
Louth (1989: 85), notes that Dionysius “never speaks of creation ex nihilo, even
though by this time the idea of creation out of nothing had become the normal and
accepted way in which Christians expressed their belief in creation.” For the pos-
sibility of maintaining a creationist view within the phenomenally emanationist
Neoplatonic setting in the Areopagite’s works, see Damian 2011: 96-97. On the
possibility of taking mapaywyn in Dionysius as implying creation out of nothing,
see Golitzin 2013: 105-113. For an inquiry into a Christian orthodox doctrine of
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creation in the Areopagite, see Tollefsen 2008: 113 ff. The reader would greatly
benefit from Tollefsen’s chapter on Proclus, Philoponus, and Maximus: The Para-
digm of the World and Temporal Beginning, in this volume, where Tollefsen com-
pares Neoplatonic and Christian doctrines of creation. Following his argument
that “the classical Christian doctrine of creation reached its completion in major
thinkers of the fourth century,” it is plausible to claim, I think, that the Areopagite
could but have adhered to this doctrine, as well. This claim could also be supported
by Brown Dewhurst’s chapter in the present, where she argues for fundamental
divergences between Proclus and St Maximus the Confessor in their views on the
origin of the cosmos. The given agreement of Dionysius with St Maximus on the
existence of one Triune God who creates without the aid of intermediate deities
would be enough to conclude that the Areopagite adheres to creation rather, than
to emanation. See also, infran. 121.

Rorem admits, though, that the similarities between Iamblichus and Dionysius do not
necessarily mean that the Areopagite read De Mysteriis. Cf. Burns 2004: 112.

Louth 1986: 432.

Struck 2001: 25-26. One could, for instance, think of St Gregory of Nyssa, who in
many regards has been much influential to Dionysius, cf. Golitzin 1999: 136 and
Florovsky 1987: 213. But as the Lexicon Gregorianum shows, there is no use of the
term Oeovpyia by Gregory. However the case may be, I would agree with Rorem’s
conclusion that “Dionysius’ ritual theory must be understood ‘in general (. . .) in the
context of basically patristic precedents’.” Cf. Struck 2001: 26.

Cf. Burns 2004: 121.

Dillon 1973: 29.

Rorem 1984.

Shaw 1999: 582. The tripartite division of mankind and souls is also present in pre-
Iamblichean traditions, such as Valentinians, Sethians and Hermetists. Dylan Burns
has summed up the arguments of Rorem and Shaw about the aspects of lamblichean
theurgy that, according to them, are replicated by Dionysius, cf. Burns 2004: 112.
Note, for instance, the divergences between Proclus and Plotinus on the question of
matter as badness, as it is specially treated in Emilsson’s chapter Plotinus’ Doctrine
of Badness as Matter in Ennead I.8., in this volume.

See passage T2 below.

Burns has some useful notes about the tendency of comparing Dionysius with lambli-
chus, and not Proclus, on theurgy, in Burns 2004: 113 and n. 9. It would also be fruit-
ful to explore other possible reasons for a closer relation of Dionysius to lamblichus
rather than to Plotinus, in the perspective of what Chlup calls lamblichean ‘eastern’
Neoplatonism, cf. Chlup 2012: 18, that flourished in the 4th century Syria.

Louth 1986: 434.

See, for instance, De Myst. l11.11, 125.4-5; 111.24-25, 157.12-14; 111.27, 165.7-10;
IV.8, 192.1-3; V.10, 210.11-12; X.3, 287.15-288.1; Clarke et al. 2003: 146-147,
178-179, 186187, 214-216, 240-241, 346-347. See also Shaw 1999: 596, and
Shaw 1995: 86-87. Crystal Addey notes that epitédeiotes in Iamblichus summons
“the ritual, intellectual and ethical qualities which were considered to be essential
for the theurgist to develop,” and she argues that the term accounts for the difference
between theurgy and sorcery (yonteia). Cf. Addey 2014: 27 and 35.

For an analysis of “émtndei0tng,” a justification of the English specific rendition of
the term, and insights on “aptitude” in Late Antique and Early Christian thought, see
Pavlos 2017a and 2017b.

Cf. Emilsson and Strange 2015: 28. See also Schroeder 2014, an excellent piece
on the influence of Alexander to Plotinus; although it does not treat epitédeiotes
explicitly, the specific influence can be extracted as a corollary from Schroeder’s
analysis.
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I investigate this further in my doctoral dissertation, “The concept of Aptitude
(Emndelotng) in Late Antique and Early Christian Thought,” at the Department of
Philosophy, University of Oslo. For sporadic but substantial remarks on epitédeiotés
in the thought of St Maximus the Confessor, see Tollefsen 2008: 185 ff.

On epitédeiotes in a physical context, see Sambursky 1962: 104-109. For remarks
on epitédeiotés in Philoponus’ cosmological account, see Tollefsen’s chapter in this
volume.

Plotinus, Enn. V1.4.11, 3-4; VL4.15, 1-6; 12-13. Cf. Emilsson and Strange 2015:
26-28.

Rarely, however, lamblichus employs the term as associated to an agent rather than a
patient. Cf. Clarke et al. 2003: 217.

Sambursky 1962: 106.

lamblichus, De Myst. 111.11, 124.14-125.6; Clarke et al. 146—147.

I am basically commenting on the last sentence of passage T1, which I have added in
Greek. It is however possible to discern the “normal” Plotinian influence on Iambli-
chus’ understanding of epitédeiotés, when lamblichus refers to prayer. He asserts that
prayer is effective in that it “enlarges very greatly our soul’s receptivity to the gods,
reveals to men the life of the gods, accustoms their eyes to the brightness of divine
light, and gradually brings to perfection the capacity of our faculties for contact with
the gods.” Cf. Wear and Dillon 2007: 63. Here we have the original Plotinian motive
of a certain (innate) potency that is supported “internally” — not through material
items — by epitedeiotés. This lamblichean passage is interesting also because it illus-
trates the dynamic character of epitédeiotés that affects potency in two ways: it both
leads it to actualisation and increases it.

Dionysius, Ep. 8.2, Heil and Ritter 1991: 180.12—16. Cf. Wear and Dillon 2007: 95.
Interestingly, lamblichus does not maintain the Plotinian picture that is apparently
preserved by Dionysius when the latter asserts that there is an approximation with the
divine not in spatial terms but according to the aptitude for receiving God. Plotinus
originally illustrates this idea in Enn. V1.4.15.

Iamblichus, De Myst. V.23, 233.9-13; Clarke et al. 268-269.

Cf. Plotinus, Enn. 11.9.

Dodds asserts that the term “theurgy” is not found anywhere in Plotinus’ Enneads, cf.
Coughlin 2006: 150. Louth (1986: 432) notes that, “Plotinus had no time for theurgy:
the world Ogovpyia is not used in the Enneads, he uses the older, derogatory word,
yonreia, ‘sorcery’.” See also Rist 2010: 244, and Mazur 2004.

Cf. Clarke et al. 2003: 269. My understanding is that lamblichus qualifies the afore-
mentioned material objects as sacred, perfect and divine already before, and apart
from, their specific theurgic composition and transformation into a receptacle.

Shaw 1999: 596.

lamblichus, De Myst. V.18-19, 225.1-4; Clarke et al. 2003: 256-259.

The integration of theurgy in Proclean Neoplatonism is perhaps the most fruitful evi-
dence to this. Cf. Van den Berg 2014: 261.

Indeed, it would be somewhat oversimplifying to pose a radical distinction
between theory (fewpia), or theology (Beoroyia) and theurgy. For Dionysius,
who had seen theourgia as the consummation of theologia, this would have been
impossible. This lamblichean passage confirms Zeke Mazur, who argues that
“theoria and theurgia are ambiguous categories that admit of some overlap.”
Thus, contemplation cannot be understood as simple intellection, just as theurgy
does not merely designate external or material ritual practices, cf. Coughlin
2006: 151. At the same time, Iamblichus is well aware of the distinct roles of
theology, theurgy and philosophy, when he promises that he shall provide expla-
nations to Porphyry’s attacks in a manner proper to the respective question, cf.
Coughlin 2006: 151.
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Tamblichus, De Myst. V1.6, 246.12-247.2; Clarke ef al. 2003: 286-287. I add the
Greek text here because it bears similarities with a significant Dionysian extract we
examine in passage T6: ““O Oeovpydg o1a v dHvapy TdV droppitev cuvbnudtmv,
0VKETL G AVOpTOg 008" MG AvOpOTivy Yuxii XPOUEVOG EMITATTEL TOTG KOGUIKOIG,
AN g €v T Tdv Bedv Taker mpovimapywv peiloot tig kab €avtov ovoiag
émavotdoeot ypitoe (. . .).”

Needless to mention the enthusiasm I experienced when in my first reading of De
Mpysteriis 1 realised how much of pagan reality is preserved in the series of comics
“Astérix,” by René Goscinny and Albert Uderzo. There, the equivalent to the Colo-
phonian oracle’s water mentioned by Iamblichus in De Mysteriis, is the magic broth
made by the druid with an arcane recipe that only he knows.

Two remarks here. The first is that such a being, perfect God and perfectly man,
would sound to Iamblichean ears at least as strange as it would sound to Plotinus’
the inclusion and identification of the absolute Universal, the One, to an absolute
particular, a man, and this made of without the aid of any mystical ascent. Secondly,
the reader should not think that I use — arbitrarily, one might say — the Council of
Chalcedon as a means to heal what has been admitted by Georges Florovsky as “a cer-
tain vagueness of Dionysius’ christological ideas,” cf. Florovsky 1987: 225. Rather,
I do wish to stress in this way the permanence of theurgic identity in Areopagite’s
theourgos against the temporality of theurgic properties in lamblichus’.

Dionysius, EH 111, Heil and Ritter 1991: 79.1-94.22. Cf. Louth 1989: 60.

Ibid.

Louth 1986: 434.

On the relation of this initial status of sacraments to the later tradition of the Church,
see Louth 1989: 57-58.

Indicatively, see Florovsky 1987: 225.

Cf. for instance, Grillmeier and Hainthaler 2013: 311-342.

Dionysius, £H 1.1, Heil and Ritter 1991: 63.12—64.4; PG 3: 372a; Parker 1897: 168.

Dionysian theology stems from the Scriptural truth that is tirelessly repeated
throughout the Corpus. The Arcopagite acknowledges one Triune God. In EH he
affirms the triadic in unity blessedness of the beyond all Godhead as the singular
cause of beings, the source of life, the principle of hierarchy and the essence of
goodness: “tavtng apyn g iepapyiog N anyn tiig {ofig 7 ovoia tig dyaddTog
N pla t@v 6vtov aitio, tpuag, (. . .) tadt 8¢ 11 TAviov énékewvo DeapyikmTdn
pokaptotnTt T TpLoct] tf] povadt (. . .).” Cf. Dionysius, £H 1.3, Heil and Ritter
1991: 66.6-9; PG 3: 373cd.

Dionysius, Ep. 4, Heil and Ritter 1991: 161.5-10; PG 3: 1072bc; Parker 1897: 95:
“Kai yap, tva cuveLoviec elmmpev, 008 8vOpmmog 1v, ovy m¢ 1| &vOpomog, GAL’ dg
€€ avBponmv avlpodnmv énékewva Kol vep dvBpomov aAnbde dvBpmnog yeyovag,
Kol 70 Aowmov ov katd Oeov ta Ogia dpacac, ov T0 AvOpdTELn KaTh GvOpwTOV, GAA’
aviépmbévtog Beod, kawviv Tvo TV Beavdpiny Evépyglav Nuiv memoMtevpévos.”
Note the dialectics of affirmations and negations with regard to the nature(s) of Christ,
in this passage: they demonstrate an understanding of “theurgist” by the Areopagite
radically contrasting the lamblichean theurgist who “commands cosmic entities no
longer as a human being or employing a human soul (. . .)”, in passage T4.

Saffrey 1966: 98.

Dionysius, CH IV, Heil and Ritter 1991: 22.25-23.5; PG 3: 181b; Parker 1897: 158.

Dionysius, EH 111, 6sopia 5, Heil and Ritter 1991: 84.18-21; PG 3: 432b. I use the
translation of the passage made by Struck, in Struck 2001: 31. Notably, the term
teheotovpyia is employed by Iamblichus in several places in the De Mysteriis.

Louth 1986: 434. Louth’s claim has been given a solid grounding after the work on
Dionysian Christology by Grillmeier and Hainthaler 2013.

Florovsky 1987: 211. I am very grateful to fr. Johannes Johansen, rector of the Nor-
wegian Orthodox Church of St Nicholas in Oslo and Christ’s Transfiguration Parish
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in Rogaland, and to Torleif Thomas Grennestad, for granting me access to the Stavan-
ger Orthodox Library, whereby I borrowed a copy of the otherwise hardly accessible
Collected Works of fr. Georges Florovsky.

I found the analysis of this subject in Emilsson 1999 very illuminating.

For the time being, I am happy to leave this claim in its present form without further
justification.

See respective lemmas, in Nasta 2013: 3.

Florovsky 1987: 211.

See relevant remarks on “synergy” in Vasilakis’ chapter in this volume, nn. 45 and 96.
Florovsky 1987: 216.

Ibid.

Dionysius, DN XI.5, Suchla 1990: 221.5-10; PG 3: 953a.

See also the section on Theourgia — Hierourgia (Chapter 7), in Wear and Dillon 2007:
99-115.

Dionysius, EH 111, ®swpia 4, Heil and Ritter 1991: 84.1-6; PG 3: 429d; Parker 1897:
202.

Dionysius, Ep. 9.1, Heil and Ritter 1991: 198.3-5; PG 3: 1108a.

Gontikakis 1984: 61-62.

1bid. A modern “theurgist” would also claim the same about the revival of lambli-
chean theurgy nowadays. The difference lies on what exactly is acted.

John 14:19: “€11 pkpov kol 0 kOGHOG pe 0VKETL Oempel, DuElG 8¢ Bewpeité pe, Ot
&ym {® kol vpeig (oete.” [ use the text from Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by
Nestle-Aland.

Louth 1986: 435.

I would partially agree with Burns, who argues that “when he [Dionysius] argues that
‘theurgy is the consummation of theology,” he refers to a systems of ritual liturgics
in which the priest not only needs to be saved through theurgic symbols, but needs
to save others by using them properly, as prescribed.” The terms “save others” and
“using” that Burns employs, assign the Dionysian priest with a task that I do not think
it is prescribed by the Areopagite. Cf. Burns 2004: 122 and n. 49.

Cf. Russell 2006: 258.

Cf. Iamblichus, De Myst. 1.21, 14: “oic xai to puév deBeykto 8160 cupformy dmoppiTmv
EKQVeTTaL.”

Wear and Dillon 2007: 102.

Dionysius, EH 111.10, Heil and Ritter 1991: 90.9-10: PG 3: 440b: “Otto toig Oeiog
0 lepapyng Evodtan kai tag iepag Beovpyiag duvnoog iepovpyel ta Betdtata kol v’
Sy dyet T duvpéva.”

John Finamore notes further that, for [amblichus, “the largest segment of humanity
is held down by nature, is subject to fate, and never rises. Other human beings can
and do make progress through theurgical ascent.” Cf. Finamore 2014: 289. By “kata
symbebgkos” I refer to the minority of humans identified above by Finamore.

Louth 1986: 434.

Cf. the excellent illustration of this cosmic freedom, in Florovsky 1987: 218.

One may reasonably think that, in such a cosmic setting, the Neoplatonic generalisa-
tion of Stoic sympatheia, that applies to the entire cosmos and opens room to lambli-
chean theurgy, needs a radical revision.

Cf. Ivanovic 2017: 150.

It is a central conviction of the Areopagite, shared by St Maximus the Confessor as
well, that synergy between God and man is the foundation for deification of the latter,
cf. Ivanovic 2019: 210.

Shaw 1999: 589.

1bid.: 587-590.

This is the meaning of the Dionysian predicate “Ogovpywdg” referring to the deifica-
tion of the human being. See also Wear and Dillon 2007: 102.
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This does not contradict my previous claim that for Dionysius the only theurgist is
Christ. For deification of the human being amounts to likeness to Christ in His com-
plete Glory (as far as possible), a glimpse of which was offered to few disciples, the
day of Transfiguration. And so long human beings become Christlike they become
theurgists.

Shaw 1999: 595.

Ibid.: 573.

I very much suspect that apologetics are to be found on both sides of the river,
both on the Neoplatonist and the Christian shore. In general, the apologetics, though
often under attack, are neither bad people nor inaccurate with regard to the evidence.
Socrates, for instance, was such a person, as Plato reminds us in his 4pology of
Socrates.

Shaw 1999: 595-596.

In the tendency of the literature to bring together Dionysius and Proclus (and lam-
blichus) on theurgy, Christ is regarded as a Dionysian symbol, cf. Burns 2004: 125.
But this raises the question whether Christ is a symbol, and, if yes, of what. For the
Areopagite Christ is a being, perfect God and man. A symbol refers by definition to
something beyond itself. But is there anything beyond, or apart from, Christ to be
symbolised by Him? I think Dionysius’ answer, as it comes out from his Corpus, is
no. If that is the case, then Christ could be taken as a symbol only on the basis of being
a symbol of Himself. But, then, are we not far way from Neoplatonism? Perhaps
the reasons that prompt one to think of Christ as a symbol in a Neoplatonic manner,
could be understood on the basis of the Dionysian method of paraphrasing respective
passages from Proclus’ Platonic Theology, in which the role of Jesus is analogous to
that of Plato. But, again, these analogies hide fundamental divergences that lead me
to the view I presented above. Istvan Perczel’s analysis is very fruitful and I shall
only borrow one point to support my claim: “In other words, he [Jesus] is not only
the principal Revelator as is Plato in Proclus’ system, but also the Revealed and the
Revelation itself.” Cf. Perczel 2000: 501-502. Perczel concludes his comparative
reading by noting that “instead of [Jesus] being a messenger of the higher beings [as
Plato is], he [Jesus] is their principle”, in ibid.

Shaw 1999: 595.

One may check the instances where the author of the CD employs the term c®dpo. But
what I find sufficiently arguing for the Dionysian anticipation of the body’s inclusion
in deification — which also implies resurrection of the dead — is the eschatological
passage from the DN that connects deification with Christ’s Transfiguration, in DN
1.4, Suchla 1990: 114.7-115.5; PG 3: 592c.

Shaw 1999: 595.

Ibid.: 596.

See n. 78 in Vasilakis’ chapter in this volume, for details about the disputed label of
the EH treatise.

Florovsky 1987: 217.

See also Vasilakis’ chapter in this volume and especially n. 24.

There is no passage in the CD where Dionysius employs theurgy dissociated from
Christ. Cf. Burns 2004: 125 and n. 66.

Armstrong 1973: 11.

Shaw 1999: 598.

Cf. Burns 2004: 127, who builds upon Shaw. The latter has a very interesting refer-
ence to St Maximus’ the Confessor’s Mystagogia, a work that, indeed, can be seen as
a commentary on Dionysius’ Ecclesiastical Hierarchy. There Maximus refers to the
church as an “image of the sensible world” and he says that “the world can be thought
of as a church,” cf. Shaw 1999: 598, n. 105. Although I could not supply myself with
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the translation of Mystagogia Shaw had at his disposal, I believe the renditions above,
apart from being selective, do not perfectly reflect the Greek text, where Maximus
says precisely the following (bold phrases are made intentionally to correspond to
the phrases Shaw refers to, as above): “On kai uévov 1o aicOyrod koouov éotiv
gixav, 1 dyia tod Osod Exrinoio. Kol od0ic pévov 1ob aichntod kocpov kad avtdv
v dyiav 10D Ocod Exrkinciav eivar cOpforov Epackev: GG 00pavov pev T Ogiov
iepateiov £yovoav: yijv 8¢ Vv edmpénetoy Tod vaod kektnuévny. Qoadtng 6¢ xal
70V Kbopov vrapyery ExkAnoiov: iepatei® pev €0koto 1OV 00pavov Exovia, vad 8¢
v Kotd yijv Swukdopnow.” (Myst. Ch. 3, PG 91: 672a). The reader might discern
certain concealments that allow Shaw to conclude, by means of a selective reading of
this Maximian passage that “the world as church or temple is perfectly consistent with
the principles of lamblichean theurgy, so long as our church is not the only church.”
fully align myself with Shaw, however, in his objection about the church; I agree with
him, since for both Dionysius and Maximus, the church is definitely not the one he
rightly feels allergic about.

The epistemic implications of this identification are enormous, but this would need a
separate study.

For instance, Shaw’s introductory wonder, in Shaw 1999, is “why are Christian
theologians reluctant to admit that Dionysius was a theurgist.” By “theurgist”
Shaw refers to the Iamblichean definition of a theurgist as a man who performs
theurgic rituals.

Tamblichus, De Myst. V.18-19, 225.1-4; Clarke et al. 2003: 256-259.

Dodds 1963: 283. On the origins and the meaning of the term “payeia,” see Bull 2018:
398-404. Bull builds on the definition of “religion” as “an institution consisting of
culturally patterned interaction with culturally postulated superhuman beings,” by
Melford Spiro, and provides the following definition of “magic”: “then magic should
be considered a subgroup of religion, since it consists of a specific form of interaction
with the culturally postulated beings. If religion is ‘institution’, then magic is specific
rituals performed within or — perhaps more commonly — on the fringes of said institu-
tion.” I do not mean to say that lamblichus considers theurgy as magic. He is quite
clear in that theurgy goes far beyond magic or “sorcery” (yonrteio, the term Plotinus
uses in his Enneads), the latter relying on sympathies within the material world; for
him, theurgy requires the involvement of the divine will of gods. I simply mean that,
from a Christian point of view, lamblichean theurgy is about magic so long as it does
not acknowledge a single divine activity of one God; a singular activity that is, the
more, not dependent on an evocation of a manifold of deities. For the relationship
between theurgy, magic and religious practices in Late Antiquity, see Addey 2014:
32-38.

Stock 2013: 14.

Unlike the Timaeus, and the entire Neoplatonic tradition, Dionysius has a creator god
who brings the universe into being theurgically, without the aid of subordinate gods,
cf. Lossky 1983: 124-125.

See nn. 20 and 121.

I fully agree with Istvan Perczel who argues that in “Dionysius’ Christian Platonist
system (. . .) the creating activity is not distributed among different divine entities or
hypostases like in Proclus, but is attributed to the highest and universal cause of all
things. Proclus’ Demiurge is a subordinate deity occupying a rather modest rank in
the Diadochus’ sophisticated pantheon. But Dionysius’ “Producer (bnoctdng) of all
things” is the supreme Godhead (. . .).” Cf. Perczel 2000: 494.

I think here Burns is absolutely right. Cf. Burns 2004: 127.

I very much agree with Shaw’s criticism of the “institutional church,” cf. Shaw
1999: 599.
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understood in the arrogant terms of one thing’s exceeding another in power,”” but
rather in the humble terms of the image of Christ, who descends in order to initiate
us in the mysteries of Divine Love.

The application of “hierarchy” not only to the human and heavenly spheres, but
also to Divinity, suggests that there is one overall chain of hierarchies which at its
top has the Archpriest® Christ, followed by various “classes.” This is why the
names of each sphere can be extended to the others, too. Both hierarch and Christ
are called “angel,”'% while the angels are compared to hierarchs.!”! Thus, in Dio-
nysius we have a stricter and looser use of “hierarch,” referring on the one hand
to the human official and on the other to any entity that carries out the functional
role described above: a communication of knowledge that can be carried out by
a higher “messenger,” which is of course the original meaning of “angel,”!%? or
even by Christ.

This brings us to the function of Dionysius’ own Hierarchies, and his hierarchi-
cal role as their author. Dionysius is a presbyter, i.e. a priest, whose own hierarch
is Hierotheus, even if he is also ultimately (and supposedly) a student of Paul.!%3
Hence, Dionysius’ task is the illumination of the initiated, and especially of his
readers.'* Historically the priests would assist hierarchs in the performance of rit-
uals and in teaching. This is not to say that Dionysius’ books are themselves rituals
or mysteries, but the Ecclesiastical Hierarchy is largely about the sacraments, and
helps us to understand the sacred meaning of the mysteries. Meanwhile the Celes-
tial Hierarchy informs us about the symbolisms of the angels in Scripture and in
paintings. Both books teach about the structure of the hierarchies, in an attempt to
illuminate us. In this sense their author is “doing hierarchy” (iepapyeiv), that is,
trying to spark within us the light that will inflame our desire for God.!%

Conclusion

If all this is right, then our modern sense of hierarchy has lost much of the original
meaning invested in the term by Dionysius. For him, relating “hierarchically”
is not merely or mostly to outrank someone, but to invite someone to move up
to God. Just consider how Franz Kafka (1883—1924) suggests in works like The
Trial that due to its innumerable layers, hierarchy distances us from any supreme
authority that could guarantee justice. Dionysian hierarchy is the reverse: a result
of Christ’s loving providence, and a dynamic process for closing the gap between
us and Him, as far as possible.

Notes

* ] am grateful to Peter Adamson for his detailed philosophical and editorial com-
ments, and to Panagiotis G. Pavlos for his penetrating remarks. This article was
written within the DFG-Project: “Natur in politischen Ordnungsentwiirfen: Antike-
Mittelalter-Frithe Neuzeit” (LMU, Munich).

1 See for instance O’Meara 1975.

2 Cf. Stiglmayr 1898: 181.

3 Cf. Wear and Dillon 2007: 7, 11, 56, n. 27.
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Cf. Rorem’s n. 11 in Luibheid and Rorem 1987: 197-198. The persona of the unknown
author, Saint Dionysius the Areopagite, was a convert of Saint Paul after his famous
sermon in Athens; cf. Acts 17:34.

Some TLG statistics: from the 112 instances of the word iepapyio (in every dec-
lination and number) in the CD, only one is to be found in the DN. All the other
instances stem from the CH (52 times) and the EH (59). The adjective iepapyikog
(in every form) has a total of 83 instances: CH 11; EH 67; DN 3; Ep. 8 2 times. The
adverb iepapycdg appears thrice in the CH and 16 times in the EH. The designation
tepapyng (in every form) appears 11 times in CH; EH-87; DN-2; thrice in Ep. 8 and
also in the titles of the Ep. 7 and 9, although the titles are generally disputed as later
insertions. Finally, the verb igpapy® (in every form) is met 19 times in CH and 8 in
EH. Note the absence of these terms from the M7T.

These two books form a unity. The right order is to start reading the CH and con-
clude with the EH, since in the CH one finds an introduction to the notion of hier-
archy per se. The contents of the books are mutually complementary. As to how
they might contribute to Dionysius’ overall project see different proposals by Luib-
heid and Rorem 1987: 140, n. 17, Golitzin 2013: xxxiv; Andreopoulos forthcom-
ing (I thank the author for having sent me a draft). The Dionysian texts used are
Suchla 1990 (for DN) and Heil and Ritter 2012 (for the Corpus’ rest treatises). In
my references I give the number of the chapter/section, the pagination/lineation
(separated by a full-stop) of the standard critical edition, as well as the pagination
from Migne’s PG (along with the number of the volume, because they are used
in English translations).

We should not overlook, however, the precedents in Christian (especially ascetic)
literature; see Golitzin 2013: 50-56, 305-364, xxxiv — xxxv, n. 43, and Golitzin 1994:
233ft., especially 319-392.

See Dodds 1963, propositions 25-39.

See Vasilakis 2014: (chapters 2-3).

Cf. ibid.: 234-248. “DiavOponia” is frequently used in the Hierarchies; see e.g.
Dionysius, EH I11.8, Heil and Ritter 2012: 88.10; PG 3: 437a.

Cf. Plato, Theaet. 173a4-8.

Cf. idem, Rep. VII, 514al-518b5.

Translations of Dionysius are my own. I have been assisted by the Modern-Greek
translation of Dionysius by Sakalis 1985. Regarding the widely available English
translation by Luibheid and Rorem 1987, Arthur 2008: xi notes that the “sheer read-
ability and capacity for conveying the personality and emotions behind the words
have made Dionysius much more accessible than he would have been otherwise.”
However, Perl is right in criticising Luibheid and Rorem 1987 as being more a para-
phrase than a translation of Dionysius’ complex Greek; see Perl 2007: ix. Cf. also
Knepper 2014: xi.

Dionysius, CH IX.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 38.16-20; PG 3: 261a. (My additions in
square brackets.) About the Old Testament figure of Melchisedek see Gen 14:18-20;
Hebr 7:1-28, passim.

About the Dionysian Hierarch see: £H 1.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 66.1-6; PG 3: 373c,
EH 1.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 75.3-9; PG 3: 400b, and EH 111.3, Heil and Ritter 2012:
83.3-10; PG 3: 429a-b.

I promise to do part of this in future papers. For Dionysius’ relation to pagan Neo-
platonism see also Pavlos’ chapter in this volume on the notion of theurgy in the
Areopagite, esp. its first part (“Methodological Concerns”™), as well as the general
methodological framework set out in the Introduction to this volume.

As a preliminary to pagan Neoplatonic, and especially Proclus’ views on hierarchy I
recommend Terezis 2002.

See also infra, n. 22.

Short paraphrase of the beginning of Plato, 7im. 17al1-2.
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The reader will find in Dionysius’ Hierarchies other definitions, which do not contra-
dict each other, although sometimes have different formulations. See e.g. EH 1.3, Heil
and Ritter 2012: 65.22-24; PG 3: 373c and CH 111.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 18.10-13;
PG 3: 165b.

Such a gesture, underlining the author’s personal contribution to the tradition handed
to him, is met also in Proclus; cf. e.g. Proclus, In Alc. 125.2 (Westerink).

For the Dionysian notion of dvaioyia see Lossky 1930 and Loudovikos 2011: 125.
It forms one of the bridges from Dionysius to Maximus the Confessor; contrast the
approach in Gavin 2008 and Stang 2012: 114. For the absence of the term “hierarchy”
and its cognates in Maximus (save for two unimportant occurrences) see Constas
2017: 8, n. 34.

Dionysius, CH II1.1, Heil and Ritter 2012; 17.3-9; PG 3: 164d.

For a (par-)etymological connection between kdAlog (beauty) and issuing a call to
(kaA®) or charming someone (knA®) see Proclus, /n Alc. 328.11-13.

Cf. also Perczel 2015: 215.

Dionysius, CH IX.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 37.10-13; PG 3: 260b. See also de Andia
1996 and Ivanovic 2017.

See the thorough analysis by Golitzin 2013: 161-191, in addition. One could draw
an analogy with the Dionysian, as well as Neoplatonic, triadic division of divine
intellects into being (corresponding to order), power (or capacity, corresponding to
understanding) and activity; cf. CH X1.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 42.1-2; PG 3: 284d.
Here, as in general, Dionysius’ language is ambivalent between initiation (teAéw-G/
tehelobav/tedetn) and perfection (tedeldm-®/teletobodar/telelinotg).

Dionysius, CH II1.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 18.17-19.2; PG 3: 165b—c.

In Greek these “classes” can be again termed as “td&eig.” In fact, in CD “t4&16” is
interchangeable with “dioxdouncis” (arrangement). From the manifold cases, see:
CH 111.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 18.11; PG 3: 165b; CH 1I1.3, Heil and Ritter 2012:
19.21; PG 3: 168a; CH 1X.2, passim., e.g. Heil and Ritter 2012: 36.12—-14 and 24; PG
3:257c and 260a; CH X.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 40.16 and 18; PG 3: 273b.

Cf. also Louth 1989: 65, 66.

See also CH VII1.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 28.20-23; PG 3 208a-b.

“System” for npaypateio. Cf. LSJ ad lem. II1. (1.b).

Dionysius, EH V.1, Heil and Ritter 2012: 104.11-15; PG 3: 501a.

The existence of the following genitives leads us to take petoyn as “participation”,
although in the DN petoyn usually stands for Proclus’ peteyopevov (i.e. the partici-
pated entity). Cf. Vasilakis 2014: 223, n. 63.

Dionysius, CH VIIL.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 28.15-17; PG 3: 208a.

See the “iepapyicai tehetai” (hierarchical initiation mysteries) in: EH II1, Heil and
Ritter 2012: 79.8; PG 3: 424c; cf. ibid.: 79.15; PG 3: 424d, and ibid.: 19; PG 3: 425a.
In this chapter we find the following alternative formulations, too: “igpotelectikn
apaypoteia” (sacredly initiating operation, with Luibheid and Rorem 1987 ad loc.) in
EH 111, Heil and Ritter 2012: 79.10; PG 3: 424c; “iepapyicd cvpfora” (hierarchical
symbols) in ibid.: 79.13; PG 3: 424d; “telewtikd pootpe” (perfecting mysteries)
in ibid.: 79.17;, PG 3: 425a, and EH 111.4, Heil and Ritter 2012: 83.12; PG 3: 429c; “ta
tepapyucd” (the hierarchical [sc. procedures, or for that matter every noun mentioned
previously]) in EH 111, Heil and Ritter 2012: 80.1; PG 3: 425a. Another alternative, the
“igpapywal (. . .) iepovpyion” (hierarchical sacred workings) in e.g. EH 111.12, Heil
and Ritter 2012: 92.3—4; PG 3: 441c, reminds us of the pagan “theurgy” (Beovpyia),
suffused with Neoplatonic philosophy first by lamblichus, for which see infra, n. 62.
See also the variants of “igpapyn tedeciovpyia” (hierarchical initiating rite) in EH
IV, Heil and Ritter 2012: 95.17; PG 3: 473a, and “teAeiotikn iepovpyia” (perfecting
sacred working) in ibid.: 95.19; PG 3: 473b.

Cf. “10 Oeopiuntov” in e.g. CH III.1, Heil and Ritter 2012: 17.5; PG 3: 164d; CH
I11.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 18.15; PG 3: 165b, and CH XIII.3, Heil and Ritter 2012:
45.20; PG 3: 301c.
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In my terminology I consciously avoid entering into the debate of Neoplatonic
emanation versus Christian creation. The main reason is that, although I have not
found any evidence in support of emanationism in Dionysius, the author seems to
consciously avoid entering into the aforementioned debate either. Instead he uses
terminology such as “production” (mapaywyn); cf. e.g. DN I1.11, Suchla 1990:
136.3; PG 3: 649b and DN 1.5, Suchla 1990: 117.15; PG 3: 593d (adding here the
noun “vmoécTaC1S /subsistence), as well as nn. 20 and 121 from Pavlos’ chapter in
this volume. On the Dionysian “procession” (mpdodoq) see Vasilakis 2014: 208, n. 19
and 219-220, nn. 50-52.

I am borrowing the expression “6 motpkog 6ppog” from Proclus; cf. his Theologia
Platonica, vol. 1: 302.23-24, and vol. 4: 43.19; 64.24; 77.20 (Saftrey-Westerink), as
well as Van den Berg 2000.

Dionysius uses erotic terminology in his Hierarchies, too. See the following examples
from EH 1.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 66.14—15; PG 3: 376a (“npog Ogov . . . dydmnoig”™
upwards love); EH 1.5, Heil and Ritter 2012: 67.19-20; PG 3: 376d (“ép@dvreg Ti|g
TAV PeT’ avTovg dvaywyilg”: downwards love); EH 11.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 70.11;
PG 3: 393b (“dyamoag”: upwards); EH VIla, Heil and Ritter 2012: 130.10; PG
3: 565¢ (“8pott Oeiw”: upwards); EH V.6, Heil and Ritter 2012: 113.10-12; PG
3: 513b (“épaotog . . . Toig OpOTAYESL . . . TAEEDL . . . EPAV TOV OUOEWODY VOBV Kol
TPOG AVTAOV AVTIEPDUEVOG . . . €T AAANAOLG EpacTiV ed@pocHvV”: a case of hori-
zontal eros, between beings of the same stratum, although the structure of a single
stratum is another story; “avtépwc,” as loving response, is used by Plato in his erotic
dialogue, Phaedrus 222el. Cf. Vasilakis 2014: 115, n. 74). Regarding the connec-
tion between hierarchy and love (in both directions) see also Riggs 2009, Terezis
and Panagopoulos 2009, as well as Perl 2013. I agree with almost every point of
Perl’s, except for his view (ibid.: 24) that the metaphysics of hierarchy is more fully
presented in the DN than in CH/EH. DN forms the starting, as well as focal, point of
Menelaou 2017, too.

Cf. Vasilakis 2014: 234-248. That Socrates in only a “medium” entity, whereas Christ
is perfect God (and man) is the basic difference between the Dionysian hierarchy and
the Socratic providential/educational love with which Proclus deals in the Alcibi-
ades’ Commentary. Cf. also Vasilakis 2017: 409410, n. 13, while for the connection
between Proclus and Dionysius in this respect see Pallis 2017: 288.

Cf. Dragulin 1979. Since I do not read Romanian, what I know about this book I
owe to Meyendorff 1980. It is to his credit that despite disliking Dionysius he wrote
this sober review, and to the credit of Rorem that, although in Luibheid and Rorem
1987 there is almost no reference to any Orthodox scholar (or Byzantine Father), he
included this valuable reference (ibid.: 198, n. 11; the reference in ibid.: 155, n. 47 to
Louth 1981 must be from the time the latter was an Anglican priest).

Cf. DN 111.2, Suchla 1990: 140.3—4; PG 3: 681a. Historical fiction is different to
spiritual indebtedness.

“ovvepyiov™: cf. CH 111.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 19.22; PG 3: 168a, and CH 111.2,
Heil and Ritter 2012: 18.16; PG 3: 165b (“®cod cuvepydv” yevécban), as well as 1
Cor 3:9. Cooperating with God means being in harmony with God’s creation, hence
in CH 1.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 9.9; PG 3: 124a, Dionysius calls the human hierar-
chy “ocvAlertovpydv” (colleague of the sacred ministry, according to Lampe 1961, ad
lem.) of the celestial one.

“Ooodton”: cf. CH 1.1, Heil and Ritter 2012: 9.16; PG 3: 136d; CH I11.2, Heil and
Ritter 2012: 18.2; PG 3: 165a. According to LSJ the principal meaning of 8iocog in
Classical Greek is that of a “Bacchic revel.”

Dionysius, CH 111.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 18.3-6; PG 3: 165a.

Although Dionysius’ Greek has “Becpodc” here, the cognate “0¢ug” of Plato, Zim.
30a6—7 seems relevant, especially in light of what comes in my text. Cf. also Diony-
sius’ use of the cognate “Ogputov” in CH 111.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 18.5-7; PG 3:
165a.
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Alternative translation, which does not betray the etymology, though: “superabundantly.”
Cf. Tim. 29¢1-3.

According to TLG, the adverb “ap0ovmg,” always in the above sense, comes up seven
times in Proclus’ works; see for instance, EL theol., prop. 122, 1.11 (Dodds 1963);
Theol. Plat. 6: 23.2; In Alc. 90.23.

See another instance in Dionysius: £H 1.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 75.4-7; PG 3: 400b.
See CH XII1.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 46.1-5; PG 3: 301d, with the third definition of
hierarchy in CH 111.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 19.21-20.2; PG 3: 168a-b.

Another cognate of the previous passage’s “Oeopoi”; for the latter see also EH V.4,
Heil and Ritter 2012: 106.24-25; PG 3: 504c¢ and the relevant entry in the short Dio-
nysian lexicon included in Terezis and Petridou 2017: 110.

Or supernatural, as Dionysius adds in CH I11.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 19.23-20.1; PG
3: 168a; cf. an analogous move in Proclus, El. theol., prop. 122, 9.

Cf. CH 111.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 18.11; PG 3: 165b, as well as Louth 1989: 67 and
Ivanovic 2011: 40.

Its translation as “understanding” in order to denote a knowledge that is firmly
grounded is justified by the fruitful scholarly debate about the use of the term in Plato
and Aristotle. Cf. Burnyeat 2012.

See CH 111.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 19.9-14; PG 3: 165d.

Dionysius, CH I11.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 19.12—-14; PG 3: 165d.

Dionysius, CH 1I1.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 19.19; PG 3: 168a; cf. also the con-
tinuation in ibid.: 20-21; PG 3: 168a: “t00¢ 0¢ TELEGLOVPYOVG DG EMGTNLOVIKOVS
g TELEOTIKTG LETAOOCEWMS TEAETV TOVG TEAOVUEVOLG TH| TOVIEP® HUNOEL THG TAV
Emontevbéviav iepdv Emotung.”

Here we can draw a parallel to the Cappadocian idea that theoretical knowledge of
God (which should be acquired by the recipient in the hierarchical case) corresponds
to virtuous practical action (in the mediator). Cf. Kobusch 2017: 164.

I have already referred to “hierurgy” (iepovpyin) supra, in n. 37. Regarding the
Dionysian notion of theurgy see e.g. EH I11.5, Heil and Ritter 2012: 84.18 and 21;
PG 3: 432b and EH V.12, Heil and Ritter 2012: 103.2-4, 16-18 and 21-22; PG
3: 484d-485b with Stock 2008: 152-170; concerning its differences from pagan
Neoplatonic theurgy see Louth 1986: 432—-435. See also Burns 2004 with further
bibliography, as well as a fine insistence on the person and activity of Christ as
a central difference between Proclus and Dionysius (ibid.: 127-128, 132), which
is of course a central aspect of Pavlos’ contribution on Dionysian theurgy to this
volume.

Cf. EH V.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 106.17-22; PG 3: 504b—c.

For proponents see e.g. Vanneste 1959 from Roman Catholic side and archimandrite
Sophrony 2016: passim. from the Orthodox one. (I thank Dimitrios Pallis for dis-
cussing with me this point and suggesting bibliography here and elsewhere.) Pro-
ponents of the experiential side of the Areopagite are for instance Lossky 1968 and
Yannaras 2005, who gives a Palamite interpretation of the Areopagite (i.e. befitting
saint Gregory Palamas’ theology, 1296—-1359), and attributes the intellectualist read-
ing to Western/scholastic figures, such as Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274).

See for instance Revelation 4:4 and 8; 5:6; Golitzin 2013: 16—17; (Metropolitan Kal-
listos) Ware 2011: 233, speaking “of the Divine Liturgy as ‘heaven in earth’”’; Brad-
shaw 2015: especially n. 28 with further bibliography.

See e.g. CH VII.1, Heil and Ritter 2012: 27.8-9; PG 3: 205b: “[T]he first of the heav-
enly hierarchies is sacredly performed by the most exalted substances” (1] TpdTn TOV
ovpaviov Epapytdv Tpog TdV VIEPTAT®V 0VGIAV igpovpyeitat. In Dionysius’ idiom
the agent is usually denoted by the tpdg + gen. construction, instead of the more com-
mon V1o + gen.). If something is sacredly performed, then this would be a mystery of
the Church, a sacred activity and rite; compare the formulations in £H 111, Heil and
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Ritter 2012: 80.5-6; PG 3: 425b; CH V1.1, Heil and Ritter 2012: 26.1-2 and 5-6; PG
3:200c. See also supra, nn. 37, 62, 63.

Cf. Luibheid and Rorem 1987: 165, n.79 and the longer n.75, ibid.: 163.

Dionysius, CH VIL.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 30.22-31.5; PG 3: 209c—d. The context
relates to the first/highest celestial order.

See Andreopoulos forthcoming, which is on a par with the monastic reading of hiero-
monk (and now Archbishop Alexander) Golitzin 1994, one of Areopagite’s most pro-
found interpreters. See Newheiser 2010 for some critique, as well as the more recent
contribution of Golitzin 2013: passim, e.g. 16, 17, 25, 28, 40, 44, 50.

Cf. Andreopoulos forthcoming: (4, 6); cf. also Pallis 2017: 297.

Cf. the Platonic use in Rep. VI, 511d4 and 501a9 (10 do&actdv).

Cf. Andreopoulos forthcoming: (5).

Cf. Louth 1986: 438, speaking though only in the context of £H, and Ivanovic 2011:
42. Within this line of interpretation it has also been proposed that “Sacramental The-
ology” would be a better translation for the title of the work. Cf. Andreopoulos forth-
coming: (3). Rorem 2015 has a totally different reading. For criticism of the latter
see Golitzin 2013: xxxii, xxxvi, 34-36. For a history of the development of Christian
Orthodox worship, mainly liturgical, see Rentel 2006.

In this way an understanding of intellectualist brand is subsumed in the ritual, i.e.
liturgical, component mentioned above. For such a rich understanding of “under-
standing”, see also infra, n. 77. Let us not forget that Christ is not only the Truth
(“aAbeta” according to John 14:6), but also Love made flesh (cf. 1 John 4:8-9; cf.
also in the list of DN 1.6, Suchla 1990: 118.11-119.1; PG 3: 596a-b). He is not a mere
intellectual object of knowledge, but a Lover, who issues an erotic call to His beloved
cosmos, becoming himself the Beloved (cf. 1 John 4:19). In this sense, one gets to
know another person deeply, only when he/she genuinely loves her/him. It is in this
much richer erotic framework that John speaks of knowledge, and I suggest that the
same we should do for Dionysius, too (whether the noun in question is “yv®doc1g” or
“¢motun”). After all, Dionysius examines the divine name of Eros (Love) in chapter 4
of DN, while he gets to “intellectual” names later, in chapter 7.

Cf. DN 1I1.2, Suchla 1990: 139.17-18 and 140.3—4; PG 3: 681a.

Dionysius, DN I1.9, Suchla 1990: 134.1-2; PG 3: 648b: “. . . o0 povov pabmv GAAL
kol Tabav ta Belo . . . 7. See also de Andia 2006. Golitzin 2013: 34, interprets the
formula as “‘suffering’ the mystery of the Incarnation”; cf. also ibid.: 40 (on Moses).
In any case, I take this formula as an apt manifestation of Dionysian “understanding.”
There could be three more candidates here, but I will not discuss them: the “Legal”
hierarchy, i.e. the hierarchy we find in the Old Testament which in linear (non-vertical)
terms of time antedates the ecclesial hierarchy that was inaugurated with Christ’s
incarnation. See e.g. EH V.1, Heil and Ritter 2012: 105.3-106.3; PG 3: 501b—504a;
the internal hierarchy of soul from Ep. 8, 34, Heil and Ritter 2012: 182.3-184.2 (cf.
CH X.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 40.23-41.4; PG 3: 273c¢), reminiscent of the Platonic
Republic’s analogy between city and soul (compare however Golitzin 2013: 17-18,
21-24); finally, the ontological chain from soulless beings up to humans and angels,
which we could call “cosmic hierarchy,” though Dionysius himself does not apply the
word in this way. See CH IV.1, Heil and Ritter 2012: 20.11-19; PG 3: 177¢c—d, and cf.
for confirmation Biriukov 2015: 83-84.

Cf. Ivanovic 2011: 29, and Luibheid and Rorem 1987: 195, n. 2.

Dionysius, EH VI.5, Heil and Ritter 2012: 119.8-15; PG 3: 536d—537a.

“f ko’ Nudg iepapyia”: cf. also EH 1.1, Heil and Ritter 2012: 63.3; PG 3: 369a. For
Golitzin 2013: 25 this is the “church at worship,” i.e. liturgy; cf. also Golitzin 2003: 186.
Cf. e.g. CH VIIL.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 35.21-25; PG 3: 241c.

An exceptional case where a plural is used for the human hierarchy, too. Cf. also
Luibheid and Rorem 1987: 171, n. 100.
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Dionysius, CH 1X.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 37.3—11; PG 3: 260a—b.

Dionysius was so fond of inventing names, starting with his own, that he did not take
rest by interpreting biblical names of God in the DN, but went on to this project in his
Hierarchies.

This ascription, which is Dionysius’ coinage, too (cf. Louth 1986: 437), is frequently
used in CD; see e.g. EH 1.5, Heil and Ritter 2012: 67.17; PG 3: 376d.

See a word-play in CH VIIL.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 29.19; PG 3: 208d. Dionysius
liked linguistic jokes, too; in CH I1.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 11.4; PG 3: 137d, the
mention of the noun in the formula “opvifeio dyghapyio” (principal flock of birds)
has in it grammatical, structural and sound similarities with “igpapyio.”

See CH VII1.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 29.24; PG 3: 209a.

See CH V.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 22.19; PG 3: 181a. Only in CH XI.2, Heil and Rit-
ter 2012: 42.7-8; PG 3: 285a, does it not refer to God, but to the hierarchy in question,
especially its order.

See CH VIII.1, Heil and Ritter 2012: 33.22; PG 3: 240b.

In the same manner, due to being source of the characteristics of the angelic group
named “Dominions” (kvptotnteg), Deity is called “xvpapyia” (Principle of domin-
ion) in CH VIII.1, Heil and Ritter 2012: 33.4; PG 3: 237c.

See Ep. 9, 2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 200.5-8; PG 3: 1108d, Dodds 1963: prop. 65 and
Vasilakis 2014: 210-212.

For the significance that Dionysius attaches to St John “the Divine,” addressee of the
last (10th) Epistle of CD, see Golitzin 2013: 1-6. See a complementary perspective in
Vasilakis 2014: 247, n. 135 and Vasilakis 2017: 410, n. 13.

Hebrews 4:14/5:5 calls Him “Archpriest” (apytepevc); see also infra, n. 99. The Dio-
nysian passage to be cited has direct references to this Pauline text. Like with Diony-
sius I avoid calling its author pseudo-Paul; for this Epistle’s authorship see Criswell
2013.

Dionysius, EH V.5, Heil and Ritter 2012: 112.8-15; PG 3: 512c—d. Cf. Hebrews 5:5-6
(my translation of the biblical excerpts).

Cf. EH V.5, Heil and Ritter 2012: 107.16-17; PG 3: 505b. He is its principle, as
already noted; cf. EH 1.1, Heil and Ritter 2012: 63.12—64.1; PG 3: 372a, and the full
form in £H 1.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 65.20-21; PG 3: 373b.

This could be an orthodox way towards understanding the supposedly infamous
“Deavdpikr| evépyein” (God-man activity) of Ep. 4, Heil and Ritter 2012: 161.9; PG
3: 1072c. See also the remarks by Golitzin 2013: 43—44.

Tsagdis unpublished makes many interesting connections with contemporary conti-
nental philosophy. Compare Dionysius’ reception by Aquinas in Hankey 1997 and
Hankey forthcoming, with the bibliography in n. 1.

There might be a word-play here between the terms hierarch and archpriest, since
both are composite of words with identical root (igpog/iepevg and dpywv/apyn), but
each time in the inverse order of composition.

So, also the hierarch functions as a specific image of Christ (cf. e.g. EH 11.2, Heil and
Ritter 2012: 70.2-3; PG 3: 393a) and both the angels and the theologians or hierarchs
can be already called “gods” (cf. CH XI1.3, 43.12—-19; PG 3: 293D).

With regard to the hierarch see CH XII.1, Heil and Ritter 2012: 42.15; PG 3: 292c; cf.
EH VIL.7, Heil and Ritter 2012: 127.16—-18; PG 3: 561c, Mal 2:7, Rv e.g. 2:1 and 8.
Regarding Christ see CH IV.4, Heil and Ritter 2012: 24.1-4; PG 3: 181d. Cf. Isa 9:6.
See various examples in CH VIIL.2, Heil and Ritter 2012: 34.25-35.3; PG 3: 241a;
CH XII1.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 46.19-21; PG 3: 304b; CH XIII.4, Heil and Ritter
2012: 48.22-49.2; PG 3: 305¢—d and ibid.: 49.8-10; PG 3: 308a.

For a philosophical approach to “angeletics,” as has been termed, see Capurro and
Holgate 2011, with a nice piece on Plotinus by Stamatellos 2011.

Perczel 2015: 218-219 notes that inserting between Paul and Dionysius the
medium of another master, i.e. Hierotheus, is an “anomaly.” Here we may consider
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that in the first sacrament to be described in EH chapter 2, Baptism (or “divine
birth” — “Beila yévvnolig,” according to Dionysius’ terminology; cf. e.g. EH 11.1,
Heil and Ritter 2012: 69.7; PG 3: 392b, and Luibheid and Rorem 1987: 201, n. 21)
we find this triple scheme again (especially ibid.: chapters 2.1I and III). The con-
vert to be baptised has an “avadoyoc” (sponsor), who, as another mediator, leads
him, so to speak, to the Hierarch, symbolising the Church. This setting is an image
of the hierarchy, when the person baptised is already a member, albeit the “lowest”
one, of the Church. Yet again, the hierarch and generally the priestly order lead the
way to God.

104 Cf. also CH XV.1, Heil and Ritter 2012: 50.13-51.1; PG 3: 328a, with Luibheid and
Rorem 1987: 182, n. 126; 176, n. 116.

105 Thus, “@ih60eov” (used only as adjective, not as noun, in the seven times it appears in
CD: cf. e.g. the ascription to Melchisedek in CH 1X.3, Heil and Ritter 2012: 38.15 and
17; PG 3: 261a, mentioned supra) becomes the answer to God’s “@ilavOpomnic.” Note
also that the supposed recipient of the main treatises of the Corpus (DN/MT/CH/EH)
is a priest called Timothy (Tiwd0goc: the one who honours God, and therefore loves
Him), like the recipient of two of Paul’s Epistles (whose name has a resemblance with
one of the main, even if absent, characters of the Symposium, Diotima: Atotipa, i.e.
the honour of Zeus).
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this represents an innovative attempt to leap over the logical constraints of the
genus-species-individual relationship and establish commonality on a different
metaphysical basis. And Maximus’ originality consists in the identification of this
metaphysical foundation with the Christian theory of the creation of the world.
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We can enjoy an identity with God that exceeds participation only because God
himself is more than a mere essence or energy. Christ revealed as much in person.
His ecstasy as and into us invites ours as and into him. As the Apostle said, we
shall become “one flesh” (Col 1:18; Eph 5:30-31).75

Conclusion

I have sought to demonstrate that and how the logics of perichorésis and Neo-
platonic participation differ. perichoreésis’s trinitarian origins brand it with three
crucial marks: [1] there is an ineffable identity of two entities; [2] the two thus
identified penetrate each other completely; [3] and yet even in this actual inter-
penetration they preserve their respective modal integrities perfectly intact. The
Christological application adds a fourth, more stunning feature: [4] that the three
prior marks can characterise even a vertical perichorésis between naturally
superior and inferior modes of existence. That Maximus dares apply vertical
perichoresis to the creature’s deified state — its full return to God — shows that he
does not think its logic confined to the Christ event but rather indicative of the
God-world relation itself.

Whether this view evacuates the historical Incarnation of its primacy, or on
the contrary proves that event so primary that it can incorporate the very partic-
ularity of all events remains an open question for systematic and philosophical
theology. Less open, I think, is the exegetical observation that Maximus con-
ceives perichoretic logic as surpassing (and thus not simply negating) the logic
of Neoplatonic participation, and that he envisions the former as ultimately
governing the latter. How and why he might have come to such a conviction —
what, I mean, were the precise influences and historical circumstances that
could have occasioned such a profound view of the God-world relation — I
leave for another study.
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Proclus, El theol. prop. 2; Dodds 1963: 3.

Proclus, EL theol. prop. 9; Dodds 1963: 10-11: “TIav t0 adtapkes §| kot ovoiav 1
EVEPYELOY KPETTTOV £0TL TOD 1) AOTAPKOVS AN’ €lg BAANY OVGIaV AvNPTNUEVOL THV TG
TeAEOTNTOG aitioy.”

Proclus, El theol. prop. 18, Dodds 1963: 20-21. So arises Proclus’s famous three
moments of participation: 10 auébextov (“the unparticipated,” the superior cause
in its proper mode), T0 petexduevov (“the participated,” the whole presence of the
superior cause in the effect according to the effect’s proper mode), 10 petéyov (“the
participating,” the effect qua distinct/proceeded from what it has identical to its
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superior cause); cf. Proclus, El. theol. props. 23-24, Dodds 1963: 26-29. Cf. too
Gersh 1978: 150-151, for the necessary “vertical” and “horizontal” orders of exis-
tence (hypostases).

Proclus, EL theol. props. 75, 77, 78; cf. lamblichus, De myst. 1.18; Dionysius, DN 5.2.
I refer here to an idea already developed in Plotinus, that vertical causation consists in
the limitation of a higher, interior act by (or in the mode of) a lower power. See Gurtler
20009.

lamblichus, De myst. 1.19 Proclus, El. theol., props. 66—74.

Iamblichus, De myst. 1.9, Clarke et al. 2003: 40—41: “gi yop o0deig €0t AOY0g 0VOE
o)£61G GVUUETPIOG 0VOE 0VGT0G TIG KOWV®Vio 008E KOTh SUVOLY T EVEPYELOY GUUTAOKT)|
TPOG T dtakoopodv Tod SlKOGHOVEVOL. . . .7

lamblichus, De myst. 1.9, Clarke et al. 2003: 40—41: “IIpog pév yap ta opoeui kot’
ovoiav 1| dvvopw 1 kol OpogwdT mwg dvta 7| Kol Opoyevi duvotol T Tepinyic fj
Swakpdamotg émvogicfar dco 8 otiv €€npnuéva tolg GAolg mavteAds, Tig Gv €mi
TOVTOV AvTepiotaots fj 8’ GAwov 01€£060¢ T LEPLOTN TEPTYPOPN T KATA TOTOV TTEPLOYT)
1} TL T@V TooVTeV EntvonOein mot’ av v dikn;”

Dionysius, DN 2.6; Suchla 1990: 130.

So Garrigues 1982: 178-179.

Maximus, Amb. lo. 7.12.

Maximus, Amb. lo. 7. 22. See Thunberg 1995: 32-33, and Larchet 1996: 376-382.
Maximus, Q. Thal. 8.2, CCSG 7, 77, modified: “O «kat’ ovcioav 4AN0GS pdg Vhpywv
0g0g v totg £V avTd 0 TOV aparwv TEPIMUTOVGIV £GTLY, oc)m()cog [0l01s ysvousvotg
‘Qomnep oV 1O KaTdL ua@eéw (pmg, wg oi éytol mhvteg S1i hoBetav &v 16 Kot ovGiav
yivovtat goti, o0t 10 Kot ovoiay &v Td Kata uéfely eoTi St (ptkavepoomav yivetot
@dC. "Eav odv &opev Katd THY GpsTiv Kai TV Y@ ¢ &v @oti 1@ Bed, kai ontdg
0 0gdg, Mg PG, &v OTi 0Ty v NuUiv. O yap edogl pdg 0 Bedg v Td upnoet yivetot
QwTi, dG &V elkoVL dpyétumov.”

Whole verse: ““Edv 6¢ év 1@ oot TEpTATdUEY DG ADTOG 0TIV £V TR QOTL, KOWVOVIOY
&yopev per’ dAMA@V kai T oipa Incod tod viod avtod kabopilel Hudc amd mhong
apoptioas” (1 John 1:7; SBLGNT).

Maximus, Amb. lo. 41.5; Amb. lo. 48.7; Amb. lo. 53.3; Q. Thal. 40.8.

Nor is it, say, an abbreviated version of Proclus’s unparticipated-participable-
participated triad (cf. El theol. props. 23-24), for at least two reasons. The first and
most obvious is that those technical terms do not appear in this passage. But second
and more importantly, the logic does not either, since for Proclus the “unparticipated”
term is precisely what is not in the participated because it is “prior to the many” (prop.
24, Dodds 1963: 28: “10 pév éotv v mpod T®dV ToAADV”). Here, though, “God Himself,
as light, is in us who are light.” It is true that we never become identical to the divine
essence (cf. infra, n. 73), but the Christian God is not simply an essence. This God is
rather an essence that is tri-hypostatic, so that the second hypostasis can himself be
the non-natural mediator of the divine essence to those who are essentially not God. A
better candidate for Maximus’s potential use of Proclus’s triad is Th. oec. 1.49, PG 90,
1101 (and really 1.48-50 as a whole), but see the careful qualiﬁcations of Greig 2017:
144-147, esp. the suggestion that Maximus’s “eternal works,” which are not self-
subsistent like Proclus’s participated terms, could “constitute a new ontological category
for participated entities” (148, n. 26). In other words, the transition from the cause’s
transcendent power (as unparticipated) to the effect’s immanent power (as participated
by the participant) does not operate as Proclus’s triad must, even if the triadic structure
itself persists in Maximus. That makes sense if the transition — indeed the procession —
comes through a divine hypostasis rather than a higher nature’s modal limitation.

Gen 1:26-27. So Clement of Alexandria, Pr. 9.87; Evagrius, Letter to Melania 62,
Letter to Anatolius 18.61; Diadochus of Photice, De perfectione spirituali 89, PG 65,
1203c—d (Latin).
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Maximus, Car. 3.25; Amb. lo. 7.21; cf. Q. Thal. 53.3 and 6.

Maximus, Amb. lo. 21.15, PG 91: 1253d, my modifications and emphasis: “TO 8¢
Edayyéhov eikévo kéktnror tédv 6An0GVY . . . 5" fig Todg TV edoyyeMkny Ehopévoug
Conv axpoigvi] kol axiBoniov S Tiig T®V €vioAdv dkpiods €pyaciag, TV TOV
LEALOVT®V GyafdV OpotdTNTa KTNGOUEVOLGS, £Toipovg O Adyog 81 EAmtidog kabiotnot
] mopadoyfi g TV AANBdV apyxetomiog yoxmOivol kai yevésBar {dog eikdvog
Xp1otod, Kol TDTOV 00T PAALOV KOTA TV XAPWV 1| AQOpoimpL, TOYXOV 0 Kol avTOg O
Kbp1oc, €l pm) gopTikdg 6 Adyog TIcty elvar Sokel.”

Aristotle, Pol. 1453b11, for instance, which Ayroulet also correlates with the meta-
physics of first and second ousia at Cat. 2a 11-23; so Ayroulet 2013: 42: “Dans le pla-
tonisme, les Idées archétypales existent en soi et précédent dans 1’existence les images
qui en sont les copies, que ce soit dans le monde sensible ou dans 1’art qui imite le
sensible. Chez Aristote, au contraire, il semble que le prototype n’existe pas en tant que
les mais seulement dans la pipnoig actualisée dans 1’image.” He says Aristotle’s view
implies “une simultanéité existentielle entre le modeéle et 1’image” (77), and applies
this insight to Maximus later (148, 296).

Dionysius, EH 1.3, Heil and Ritter 1991: 66, 11.12—-13, my translation: “1 8¢ 6éwoig
£0Tiv 1) TPOG B0V MG EPkTov dpopoimais te kai Evmotg”; cf. Proclus, Theol. Plat. V1.3.
Maximus, Myst. 24, CCSG 69, 58; Q. Thal. 59.8, CCSG 22, 53; Q. Thal. 25.5; Amb. lo.
41.5, passim.

Maximus, Amb. lo. 41.5, PG 91, 1308b—c, my emphasis: “Kai téAog €ni ndct Tovtotg,
Kol KTIoTV QUow Tf] dxtiot® o1’ aydmng Evacag (® tod Bovpoartog Tiig mepl MUAS
100 Oeod prhavOpomiog) &v kai tantov deifete kata v EEwv TG xaptrog, dhog S
nepLopoag OMKAS @ Oed, Kol yevopevog mav €l ti mép Eotv 6 Ogdc, yopig Tiig Kot
ovoiav TadTOTNTOC, Kol GAOV aDTOV AvTIAAPdV £0VTOD TOV Ogdv. . . .7

Maximus, Amb. Io. 10.9, modified: “@ooci yap GAMIoV elvon Topodeiypata TOV
®eov Kol Tov GvBpomov, kol tocodtov @ AvBpdnm OV Oov S eiavbporiov
avOponilesbot, doov 6 GvOpwnog Eavtov T@ Oed S dydmng duvndeic dnebémaoe, Kol
tocobtov VYo Ogod OV dvBpwrov katd vodv apralecHat Tpog 10 dyvmotov, doov O
avOpomog OV ddpatov PHoet Oeov d1o TAV APETOV EQPOVEPOOEY.”

Maximus, Myst. 24, CCSG 69, 59-60.
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as what we can and cannot know belongs to a discussion of natures and causation —
it is much more a look into the past at how we came to be and the limitations of
our nature. To talk of knowledge for Maximus, is to talk inescapably of relation-
ship, love, freedom, and will — God is a who and can be known personally. For
Proclus, these are ultimately all concepts that are incompatible with the oneness,
simplicity, impassibility, and immovability of the One. Not only then is there a
fundamental incompatibility between the philosophical positions of Proclus and
Maximus on knowledge, but the very nature of the validity of such a comparison
is called into question when their terminology and conceptions of the divine itself
are so radically different.

Notes

1 Bathrellos 2013.

2 For a discussion of this in relation to Dionysius, see Pavlos’ chapter on Theurgy in

Dionysius the Areopagite, and Vasilakis’ On the Meaning of Hierarchy in Dionysius

the Areopagite, in this volume.

Proclus, El. theol. prop. 6. Hereafter the proposition number is used directly in the text.

Proclus, EL theol. prop. 50; Dodds 1963: 49.

Bathrellos 2013: 119.

E.g. Ps 90:2; Ps 102:27; Deut 6:4; Deut 33:27; Num 23:19; Isa 40:28.

Maximus, Th. oec. 1.1, PG 90: 1084a; Berthold 1985: 129. Cf. also a passage very

similar to Proclus’ in identifying multiplicity as contrary to the simplicity of God (7%.

oec. 1.83, PG 90: 1118a—c). It is worth noting however, that a partner chapter opens

the second century, clearly intended to mirror 1.1, in which Maximus describes God
as “entirely monad an entirely triad” and gives an extended section on the unity of the

Trinity: Th. oec. 1.1, PG 90: 1124d—-1125c.

8 Maximus, Th. oec. 1.10, PG 90: 1085d-1088a; Berthold 1985: 130.
9 Bathrellos 2013: 123-124.

10 Maximus, Amb. Th. 1.3, PG 91: 1036¢; Louth 1996: 170.

11 Maximus, Amb. lo. 7.24, PG 91: 1085b; Constas 2014: 109. Although following this
part of the sentence, Maximus goes on to say that God knows creatures according to
His will, which, as we will come on to, is very different to Proclus’ position.

12 Bathrellos 2013: 124.

13 Dodds 1963: 264. Dodds points to the passages: Plato, Leg. 903e, and Plotinus, Enn.
IV.3.13 and 24.

14 When talking here and elsewhere about any deity “not willing” for Proclus, I mean that
the activity has not been consciously willed, and that it occurs by necessity of nature. I
do not mean that the activity is occurring against the will of the divine.

15 Tollefsen argues that for Proclus, although the cosmos has a first cause, it does not
have a beginning in time, and thus the cosmos should not strictly be considered to have
a beginning at all. See Tollefsen’s chapter Proclus, Philoponus, and Maximus: The
Paradigm of the World and Temporal Beginning, in this volume (p. 101).

16 Maximus, Amb. lo. 7.24, PG 91: 1085b—c; Constas 2014: 109.

17 Proclus tells us in prop. 167 that the Nous knows itself as one, and not as the multiple
intelligences that it causes.

18 Maximus’ use (Admb. lo. 7.24, PG 91: 1085a) of the word mpoopiopoi (predetermina-
tions), comes from Dionysius, DN V.8, Suchla 1990: 188.8; PG 3: 824c.

19 Bathrellos 2013: 122-123.

20 God willing creation into being has providential importance not only for the rea-
sons discussed here and below, but also because each creature is willed into being at
their apportioned time, in accordance with the Jogoi intended for them. On this, see
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28
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34
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Tollefsen’s chapter Proclus, Philoponus, and Maximus: The Paradigm of the World
and Temporal Beginning, in this volume (p. 105).

Bathrellos 2013: 123.

Maximus, Th. oec. 1.70, PG 90: 1110a; cf. 1 Cor 13:12. Here Maximus is likely build-
ing on the eschatological passage of Dionysius, DN 1.4, Suchla 1990: 114.7-115.5; PG
3:592c.

Maximus, Amb. lo. 7.12—15, PG 91: 1077a—d; Constas 2014: 93.

Maximus, Amb. lo. 7.25, PG 91: 1088a; Bathrellos 2013: 124.

See Mateiescu’s chapter The Doctrine of Immanent Realism in Maximus the Confessor,
in this volume.

Maximus, Amb. lo. 7.29, PG 91: 1089c.

Maximus, Myst. ch. 5; Berthold 1985: 192.

Maximus, Amb. lo. 7.28, PG 91: 1089b; Constas 2014: 115. See also the passage
quoted earlier from Maximus, Amb. lo. 7.12-14, PG 91: 1077a-b.

Blowers 1992: 162.

Maximus, Q. Thal., CCSG 22: 65.544-547.

Mitralexis 2014: 149.

Maximus Amb. lo. 7.9, PG 91: 1073b.

Maximus, Myst. ch. 23 and 24; for a discussion on the tension between acquiring
divine virtue by free will and by grace in Maximus, see my doctoral thesis “Chap-
ter 4: From Physical to Ethical in the Cosmos of St Maximus” (Brown Dewhurst
2017: 129-164).

It is the created order that proceeds from the Nous that we are in particular interested
in, but we can to a certain extent refer to the One in this context also, since the One is
the origin of all lesser deities, and does not “create” these by an act of will, but by its
own good nature. Cf. Chlup 2012: 62—-63.

Proclus, El theol. prop. 122; Dodds 1963: 109.

Whilst this proposition specifically concerns the Henads, which are clearly distinct
from the One (props. 21 and 116), Proclus in prop. 122 is defending “all that is divine”
(ITav 16 B€lov) from relationality with the created — a concern that applies both to the
Henads and the One. Proclus also talks about the providence of the One in his De
decem dubitationibus circa providentiam (Boese 1960: 4.4-25.)

Eg. See Maximus, Car. 1.23-32, PG 90: 965a—968a.

38 Chlup 2012: 50.

39
40
41

42
43

44

45

46

Eg. Proclus, EL theol. prop. 8; Cf. Chlup 2012: 50-51.

Maximus, Th. oec. 1.31, PG 90: 1093d-1096a; Berthold 1985: 134.

In passages like Th. oec. 1.7, PG 90: 1085b we can see Maximus using a similar
language to Proclus and calling God above all relation. However, this should be
understood as referring to a difference between the unknowable divine nature and
created nature. Relation with God becomes possible through Christ and the Spirit.
Hence how we are able to participate in God at all when he is imparticipable. As I
will come on to later, kataphatic and apophatic statements are not contradictory for
Maximus, but necessary for describing the complexity of the relationship between
God and His creation.

Maximus, Th. oec. 11.36, PG 90: 1098a—b; Berthold 1985: 155.

According to Chlup, the innovation in thinking of the One in this way was a crucial step
made by Plotinus, since prior to him, most Platonists were happy to talk of the Nous as
the highest reality. Chlup 2012: 49.

Both in terms of referring to our reasoning faculties, and in terms of coming to know
the logoi.

Natural contemplation is one of the stages of ascetic prayer Maximus adopts from
Evagrios; it involves contemplating the /ogoi of creatures which are God’s will for all
things within all things. Cf. Louth 1996: 35-37.

Louth 1997: 42.
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47 Gregory Palamas, The Triads. The distinction between essence and energies allows for
an understanding of God-in-Godself as beyond all comprehension (essence), whilst
allowing for real encounter with God through His activity in the world (energies). God’s
energies truly are Him and thus to participate in them is to participate in God (since
natures are known by their activity), but they do not circumscribe God’s essence. God’s
essence is transcendent, whilst His energies are His imminent presence in the world.

48 Maximus, Myst. ch. 5; Berthold 1985: 192.

49 Maximus, Th. oec. 1.9, PG 90: 1085¢c—d; Berthold 1985: 130.

50 Maximus, Amb. lo. 7.10-11, PG 91: 1076a-b.

51 Blowers 1992: 158-159.
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Although a more in-depth study of the two lists of virtues is needed, I would sub-
mit that the Plotinian-Porphyrian teaching on the degrees of virtue is very likely
the direct source of inspiration for the Pontic father.

Equally important is the possible connection between Plotinus, Porphyry, and
Evagrius regarding the concept of “freedom from passion” (dnd0eia). It has been
customary since the studies of Antoine Guillaumont to explain the Evagrian
term dndOeio as a very clear example of Stoic influence on his thought.> In this
case too, rather than searching for Stoic antecedents, I would suggest comparing
Evagrius’ use of the term with the extensive treatment of anddeio in Plotinus’
Enneads (esp. Enn. 1.2. and I11.6.) and in Porphyry’s works.

From the comparison offered above between Evagrius’ and Porphyry’s theories,
it has become clear that the two authors explain the formation of passions within
the framework of Platonic psychology and of Platonic and Aristotelian epistemol-
ogy and ethics. Consequently, it should be possible to explain freedom from
passions in the exact same framework (and not on the basis of Stoic philosophy).
To mention only one example, in Enn. 1.2.5, 22-32, Plotinus likens the relation-
ship between the irrational and the rational parts in a purified or “impassible” soul
to a person who “lives next door to a sage” and gradually becomes like him. This
comparison only makes sense in the framework of Plato’s tripartite psychology,
in which the “reasoning” of the two lower parts of the soul can be persuaded — by
the mere presence of the purified reason — to follow their “master.” This view of
amdBera, which differs in key points from Stoic impassibility, appears to be much
closer to Evagrius’ own Christian understanding of freedom from passions. This
and all the points of comparison discussed in this chapter (perception, the origin
of passions, the role of memory, opinion and imagination, the degrees of virtue,
etc.) strongly suggest that a thorough re-evaluation of Evagrius’ complex relation-
ship with Stoicism and Late Antique Platonism is needed.

Notes

1 I wish to thank the organisers of the workshop “Platonism and Christian Thought in
Late Antiquity” (Oslo, December 1-3, 2016) and the editors of this volume for the
opportunity to present the results of my research. I am especially grateful to Prof. Eydl-
fur Kjalar Emilsson (Oslo) and to Michael Krewet (Berlin) for their useful comments
on an earlier draft of this chapter.

2 I have used the following abbreviations for Evagrius’ works: Cogit. = De malignis
cogitationibus, ed. Géhin, Guillaumont and Guillaumont 1998; Disc. = Capita cic
auctoribus discipulis Euagrii, ed. Géhin 2007; Eulog. = Tractatus ad Eulogium, ed.
Fogielman 2017; Gnost. = Gnosticus, ed. Guillaumont and Guillaumont 1989; KG =
Kephalaia Gnostika, ed. Guillaumont 1958; Oct. Spir. = De octo spiritibus malitiae
(PG 79: 1145-1164); Or. = De oratione, ed. Géhin 2017; Pract. = Practicus, ed.
Guillaumont and Guillaumont 1971; Schol. lob = Scholia in lob, ed. Hagedorn and
Hagedorn 1994-2000; Schol. Prov. = Scholia in Prouerbia, ed. Géhin 1987; Schol.
Ps. = Scholia in Psalmos, ed. Pitra 1876—1891.

3 See, above all, von Balthasar 1961-1969: 1, 256273, 352-267.

4 See the numerous studies of Father Gabriel Bunge (most recently: Bunge 2004,
2010). Among the recent monographs which argue for the orthodox Christian char-
acter of Evagrius’ thought, one could mention Dysinger 2005, Corrigan 2009, and
Casiday 2013.
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See Joest 1993; Tobon 2010.

Hieronymus, Epistula 133; PL 22: 1151.

Guillaumont and Guillaumont 1971: 100; Guillaumont 2004; Sorabji 2000: 357-371.
See also Knuuttila 2004: 140-144.

Following Aristotle, EN X.7.1-3, 1177a12-27. See e.g. Porphyry, Sent. 32; Dillon, in
Brisson 2005: 812. Evagrius, Or. 35 and 86, where Evagrius connects intellection and
contemplation with pure prayer.

Porphyry, De abst. 1.30.6—7; Clark 2000: 42.

In De abst. 1.30.2 and in Sent. 4 Porphyry similarly speaks about an inclination
(pomn) towards bodies generated by the intelligible as a secondary power (Brisson
2005: 387).

Porphyry, De abst. 1.29.4; Clark 2000: 41-42.

Porphyry, De abst. 1.31.1; Clark 2000: 43, modified.

Géhin 2012.

Bunge 1989 has rightly stressed the need to interpret this expression within its Chris-
tian context. For the purpose of this study, I will however focus on its evident links with
Porphyry.

Evagrius, Or. 110; Sinkewicz 2003: 205, modified.

Aristotle, EN X.7.9, 1178a 6-7.

For an in-depth discussion of Evagrius’ anthropology and the role of the nous, see
Tobon 2010: 15-89.

Guillaumont and Guillaumont 1971: 618—-621.

Porphyry, Sent. 8-9; Dillon, in Brisson 2005: 796-797.

Evagrius, Pract. 52; Sinkewicz 2003: 106-107.

See e.g. Plotinus, Enn. 1.1.1-4.

Porphyry, De abst. 1.33, 2—6; Clark 2000: 43—44, slightly modified.

Porphyry, Comm. in Ptol. Harm.; Diiring 1932: 13.19-14.14. For an English transla-
tion of the passage, see Barker 2015: 88-91. On the epistemology of the passage, see
Tarrant 1993: 108-147; Chase 2010.

While older scholarship insisted on the “passive-receptive” nature of perception in
Aristotle, new studies emphasise more and more the “active” nature of aicOnoig in
Aristotle’s philosophy. For a recent overview, see Corcilius 2014. Two pioneering stud-
ies in this sense are Ebert 1983 and Bernard 1988. A comprehensive study on the nature
of emotions in Aristotle, which fully takes into account Aristotle’s epistemology and
theory of perception, is offered by Krewet 2011.

Aristotle, EN X.4.4, 1174b14.

Aristotle, EN X.4.8, 1174b31-33.

Porphyry, Sent. 1; Dillon, in Brisson 2005: 798.

Porphyry, De abst., 1.34.7; Clark 2000: 44.

Cf. also Aristotle, EN 11.5.1-2, 1105b21-24: “By passions I mean desire, anger, fear,
confidence, envy, joy, friendship, hatred, longing, jealousy, pity, and in general that
which is accompanied by pleasure and pain”. See also Plato, Tim. 42a-b.

For a thorough discussion of envy (¢86voc), see Plato, Phileb. 48b—50a.

Evagrius, Eulog. 23; Sinkewicz 2003: 49, modified.

Evagrius, Pract. 35; Sinkewicz 2003: 104. The importance of these passages for
Evagrius’ teaching on passions has already been pointed out by Antoine Guillaumont
2004: 208-209, and Monica Tobon 2010: 144.

Evagrius, Pract. 4; Sinkewicz 2003: 97.

Evagrius, Oct. Spir. 11, PG 79: 1156d. See Tobon 2010: 143.

See e.g. Evagrius, Schol. Prov. 4 (Géhin 1987: 94); Schol. lob 9.32-33 (Hagedorn and
Hagedorn 1994-2000: 2, 104-105). For the question of authorship of the Scholia in
lob, see Casiday 2006: 123-124, 224.

Evagrius, Schol. Ps. (Pitra 1876—1891: 3,234), cf. KG .36 (Guillaumont 1958: 32-35),
KG 11.83 (Hausherr 1939: 230). See further Alexander, De anima liber cum mantissa
39.4-5, Themistius, Paraphrasis in libros Aristotelis de anima 78.10-11.
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37 Evagrius, Pract. 34; Sinkewicz 2003: 103.

38 Evagrius, Cogit. 2; Sinkewicz 2003: 154.

39 Sorabji 2000: 343-356.

40 For a discussion of Seneca’s concept of emotions, see Krewet 2013: 133-140.

41 Cf. the Evagrian sentence edited by Muyldermans 1952: 37: Aoyiopog douptovieddng
£0TL, vonua Tpdypatog aichntod Bupov i Embopiov mapd oo kvdv “The demonic
thought is the mental representation of a sensible object which moves the irascible or
the appetitive (part) against nature.”

42 Evagrius, Pract. 74-75; Sinkewicz 2003: 110.

43 Gibbons 2015.

44 See Aristotle, EN, 11.1, 1103a14—-1103b25, and Krewet 2013: 174-181.

45 See Porphyry, De abst. 1.29.5-6; Evagrius, Gnost. 45.

46 On this topic, see Dillon 1983, Thiel 2001. I thank Wolfgang Hoyer for this reference.

47 Porphyry, Sent. 32; Dillon, in Brisson 2005: 810-812.

48 Guillaumont and Guillaumont 1971: 680-689; Guillaumont and Guillaumont 1989:
172-177.

49 Guillaumont and Guillaumont 1989: 175.

50 Guillaumont and Guillaumont 1971: 100.
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One thing is clear. Happiness is not simply bodily pleasure. If an Epicurean
were to suggest that pleasure is exclusively the result of satisfaction of bodily
desires, then of course Augustine thinks there are other, nobler kinds of pleasure. '’
There are higher and better kinds of joy. But Augustine and Epicurus both agree
that happiness is, from the human point of view, a state of mind. And happiness
is, for humans, the ultimate end and the best and highest and most valuable good.

Hence, to the extent that Augustine is — let’s say — a “classical” eudaimonist, he
is more Epicurean than Stoic. All things considered he is of course neither, but a
Christian eudaimonist. In placing Augustine in the Epicurean camp we have had
to bracket the other-worldly aspects of Augustine’s philosophy. Now if I am right,
then a careful, unambiguous assessment of Augustine’s position must take into
account our own stance on those fundamental issues, which underpin his entire
take on moral philosophy. If we place ourselves among the believers, then what
Augustine lays out is simply and straightforwardly an (or perhaps “the”) eudai-
monist Christian ethics. If not, his mature position is best described as that of a
confused and mistaken Epicurean. In any case, his view is eudaimonist.

The temptation for an interpreter who applies the perspective of the non-believer
is to over-emphasise Augustine’s downgrading of pleasure, or physical pleasure
in particular. Paired with the assumption that such “contempt of the flesh” should
put him in stark opposition with hedonism (an assumption which, treated with
care, is correct) leads to the defective conclusion that he must favor some version
of the Stoic notion of the supreme and intrinsic value of virtue. Whereas from
Augustine’s own perspective, the Stoic view is deficient in precisely the same
way as the Epicurean: “It may be supposed that the Stoics live ‘by the rule of
the spirit,” because they place man’s highest good in the mind; and what is man’s
mind, but spirit? But in fact both [Epicureans and Stoics] live ‘by the rule of the
flesh,” as divine Scripture uses the expression.”?® Happiness is the sole ultimate
goal of moral action and life. The task of the moral philosopher is the elucidation
of the principles or conditions of the happy life. The Stoic collapses the two con-
cepts of happiness and virtue completely. Being virtuous is being happy. For the
Epicurean, virtue, and happiness — i.e. pleasure or well-being — are distinct, and
the former is a means to the latter. For Augustine too, virtue is a means, but hap-
piness is the direct and unmediated communion with God, a relationship which is
identical to a state of perfect bliss.

Notes

1 Wolterstorff 2014.

2 Tornau 2015. See also Rist 2015, where Wolterstorff’s interpretation is critically
assessed. A comprehensive overview of Augustine’s ethics can be found in Kent 2001.

3 This is not to claim that Augustine considered all kinds of self-serving behavior mor-
ally unproblematic or morally indifferent. There are different kinds of self-love, the
mature Augustine explains. Among these, only some are consistent with moral motiva-
tion, whereas others are clearly pathological and evil. See e.g. O’Donovan’s careful
discussion in his 1980.

4 Frede 2011 argued that Augustine’s notion of the will in De libero arbitrio can
be more or less directly traced back especially to Stoic antecedents. Consequently,
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Augustine’s moral-psychological outlook as a whole should be seen as closely related
to that of earlier, pagan philosophers. For a detailed study of Augustine’s engagement
with Stoic ideas also in his mature works, see Byers 2011.

Augustine, Lib. arb. 1.12.25 (CCSL 29, 227): “Voluntas, qua adpetimus recte honeste-
que uiuere et ad summam sapientiam peruenire.”

For critique of the interpretation that Augustine’s own conception of moral progress is
consonant with the Neoplatonists’ notion of ascent, see Williams 2002 and King 2014.
I return to the issue of Augustine’s relation to Stoic ethics below.

See e.g. Augustine, Trin. 13.4.7 (CCSL 50A, 390-391) for the claim that all human
beings will to be happy — and should so will — in the context of Augustine’s mature
approach to ethics.

Annas 1995: 3642.

Annas 1995: 45.

Wolterstorft 2014: 48—49.

Augustine, Conf. 10.22.32 (CCSL 27, 172), quoted in Wolterstorff 2014: 52. The
translation is by R. S. Pine-Coffin in Augustine, Confessions (London: Penguin, 1984,
reprint of 1961). “Absit, domine, absit a corde serui tui, qui confitetur tibi, absit, ut,
quocumque gaudio gaudeam, beatum me putem. Est enim gaudium, quod non datur
impiis, sed eis, qui te gratis colunt, quorum gaudium tu ipse es. Et ipsa est beata uita,
gaudere ad te, de te, propter te: ipsa est et non est altera. Qui autem aliam putant esse,
aliud sectantur gaudium neque ipsum uerum. Ab aliqua tamen imagine gaudii uoluntas
eorum non auertitur.”

Augustine, Lib. arb. 1.13.29 (CCSL 29, 230-231). “A. Hanc igitur uoluntatem si bona
itidem uoluntate diligamus atque amplectamur rebusque omnibus, quas retinere non
quia uolumus possumus, anteponamus, consequenter illae uirtutes, ut ratio docuit,
animum nostrum incolent, quas habere id ipsum est recte honesteque uiuere. Ex quo
conficitur ut, quisquis recte honesteque uult uiuere, si id se uelle prae fugacibus bonis
uelit, adsequatur tantam rem tanta facilitate, ut nihil aliud ei quam ipsum uelle sit
habere quod uoluit. E. Vere tibi dico, uix me contineo quin exclamem laetitia, repente
mihi oborto tam magno et tam in facili constituto bono. A. Atqui hoc ipsum gaudium
quod huius boni adeptione gignitur, cum tranquille et quiete atque constanter erigit ani-
mum, beata uita dicitur; nisi tu putas aliud esse beate uiuere quam ueris bonis certisque
gaudere.”

For an illuminating discussion of different ancient approaches to the relation between
happiness and time (and so between ethics and the conception of a life as a whole), see
Emilsson 2015.

Augustine, Conf. 6.16.26 (CCSL 27, 90). “Nec me reuocabat a profundiore uoluptatum
carnalium gurgite nisi metus mortis et futuri iudicii tui, qui per uarias quidem opinio-
nes, numquam tamen recessit de pectore meo. Et disputabam cum amicis meis Alypio
et Nebridio de finibus bonorum et malorum Epicurum accepturum fuisse palmam in
animo meo, nisi ego credidissem post mortem restare animae vitam et tractus merito-
rum, quod Epicurus credere noluit.”

Ibid. (CCSL 27, 90-91). “[I]ta demersus et caecus cogitare non possem lumen hones-
tatis et gratis amplectendae pulchritudinis, quam non uidet oculus carnis, et uidetur ex
intimo.” As it turns out, the relation between the physical or bodily aspect of a human
being and Augustine’s Pauline notion of the flesh is a tricky matter. I return to this issue
below, in the concluding remarks.

Augustine, Conf. 6.16.26 (CCSL 27, 90) “Et quaerebam, si essemus inmortales et in
perpetua corporis uoluptate sine ullo amissionis terrore uiueremus, cur non essemus
beati aut quid aliud quaereremus.”

“And further, how will that opinion be true, which has been so tried, and sifted, and
thoroughly strained, and is so certain, viz. that all men will to be blessed, if they them-
selves who are already blessed neither will nor do not will to be blessed? Or if they will
it, as truth proclaims, as nature constrains, in which indeed the supremely good and



286 Tomas Ekenberg

unchangeably blessed Creator has implanted that will: if, I say, they will to be blessed
who are blessed, certainly they do not will to be not blessed. But if they do not will not
to be blessed, without doubt they do not will to be annihilated and perish in regard to
their blessedness. But they cannot be blessed except they are alive; therefore they do
not will so to perish in regard to their life. Therefore, whoever are either truly blessed
or desire to be so, will to be immortal. But he does not live blessedly who has not that
which he wills. Therefore it follows that in no way can life be truly blessed unless it be
eternal.” (See CCSL 504, 397-398.).

18 See Trin. 13.7.10 (CCSL 504, 395).

19 Is there, though, any reason to think that the special kind of pleasure which Epicureans
pursue — the pleasure that is identified with the absence of all pain — is there any reason
to call this pleasure a pleasure of the body? Of this I am not convinced.

20 Augustine, Civ. Dei 14.2 (CCSL 48, 415). “Stoicis autem, qui summum bonum hominis
in animo ponunt, secundum spiritum uiuere, quia et hominis animus quid est nisi spiri-
tus? Sed sicut loquitur scriptura diuina, secundum carnem uiuere utrique monstrantur.”
Trans. Bettenson 2004.
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